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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Haying  prepared  for  publication  a  complete  body  of  Scotch 
Appeals  to  the  House  of  Lords  from  1753  to  1813,  a  few  words 
are  due  in  explanation. 

Prior  to  1813,  and  for  the  period  specified,  there  are  no 
regular  Reports  of  Scotch  Appeals.  The  ground  in  this  depart- 
ment was  first  broken  by  Mr  Robertson  of  London,  who  brought 
his  work  down  from  the  Union  to  1727.  This  was  continued 
by  the  Reports  of  Messrs  Craigie  and  Stewart  of  the  Scottish 
bar,  who  brought  the  cases  down  to  1753.  The  task  has  again 
been  resumed  with  the  view  of  continuing  and  connecting  these 
with  the  more  modem  Reports  of  Dow,  Shaw,  and  M'Lean. 
It  is  intended  that  the  continuation  shall  embrace,  1^^,  Many 
decisions  unreported  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  appealed  to 
the  House  of  Lords.  2dj  All  cases  appealed  involving  ques- 
tions of  law,  and  others  deemed  of  importance.  It  will  be 
published  in  parts,  the  cases  being  arranged  according  to  their 
dates. 

In  prosecuting  this  labour,  the  Compiler  has  assumed  the 
utility  and  importance  of  these  Reports  to  the  legal  profession. 
Perhaps  he  may  be  allowed  to  do  so  from  the  results  which  the 
examination  of  the  Appeal  CsCtes  has  disclosed.  Many  import- 
ant points  understood  to  be  settled  law  by  the  latest  autho- 
rities in  Scotland,  have,  on  appeal,  been  determined  otherwise 
in  the  House  of  Lord&  Hence  the  importance  of  these  Reports 
to  the  law  itself. 

The  Compiler  felt  disposed  in  regard  to  many  cases  to  omit 
them  altogether,  seeing  that  they  were  already  noticed  in  Mor- 
rison; but  as  this  would  have  impaired  the  original  design  of 
having  a  complete  body  of  appealed  cases,  and  as  what  appears 
in  Morrison  does  not  always  throw  light  on  the  precise  points 
appealed,  nor  the  ground  taken,  or  argument  pleaded  before  the 
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House  of  Lords,  he  preferred  adhering  to  the  plan  first  laid 
down,  which  was  that  adopted  by  Messrs  Craigie  and  Stewart. 

He  regrets  not  haying  been  able,  after  much  inquiry,  to  re- 
cover more  of  the  speeches  of  the  Lord  Chancellors  at  delivering 
judgment  in  cases  of  older  date.  These  have  either  not  been 
preserved,  or  from  time  or  accident  are  now  inaccessible.  Yet, 
while  regretting  the  loss  of  so  much  legal  learning  that  might 
have  placed  these  reports  on  a  more  satisfactory  basis,  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  discriminate.  Until  comparatively  a  recent  date,  there 
were  no  speeches  delivered  in  cases  of  affirmance:  So  that  it  is 
only  with  reference  to  eases  of  reversal  of  older  date,  that  ex- 
pectations have  been  disappointed,  and  investigation  has  not 
been  attended  with  the  desired  success.  At  same  time,  every 
efibrt  has  been  made  to  ascertain  the  grounds  of  such  decisions; 
and,  for  a  period  of  twenty  years  the  Reports  will  be  complete 
in  this  respect,  accompanied  with  the  speeches  of  the  Lord 
Chancellors 

Such  are  the  results  and  the  plan  of  the  present  undertaking. 
Of  its  accuracy  and  execution,  the  legal  profession  are  the 
judges.  To  them  it  is  respectfully  submitted,  in  the  hope,  that 
if  deemed  worthy  reception,  it  may  have  their  favourable  judg- 
ment and  support.  If  not,  it  must  cease  and  determine.  The 
Compiler  attaches  no  merit  to  the  performance.  He  expects 
neither  consideration  nor  praise.  His  only  prompting  motive 
has  been  a  desire  to  be  useful  in  his  profession;  and  if  he  is 
adjudged  to  any  extent  successful,  it  will  compensate  for  the 
labomr,  and  assure  him  that  he  has  not  ventured  on  a  task  dis- 
proportionate to  the  utility  of  the  object,  or  unimportant  to  the 
civil  jurisprudence  of  the  country. 

To  Mr  Robertson  of  London,  the  Compiler  of  the  earliest 
volume  of  Appeal  Cases,  and  the  author  of  an  invaluable  treatise 
on  Personal  Succession,  the  profession  are  especially  indebted  for 
the  kind  and  liberal  manner  in  which  he  has  placed  in  the 
Compiler's  hands  a  valuable  collection  of  speeches  taken  at 
delivering  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  he  has  now  to 
return  him  his  grateful  acknowledgments. 

Edinburgh,  62  Castle  Street, 
December  1849. 
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CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 


Gabriel  Napier,  Wnter  in  Edin-)   ^      «  ^  irss. 

,       ,  >  Appellant;        ===a-= 

.    burgh,        -        -        -        -     J    ^^  NAFiiR 

Peter  Napier  of  Napierstoun,  "^  nafieb. 

and    Margaret    Young,    his  ^Respondents. 
Spouse,        -        -        -        -  J 

9Qih  April,  1726.* 

Bankbupt.— ilc<  1621,  c.  18.-«A  debt  having  been  made  overby 
a  person^  in  fitvoor  of  bis  wife>  HatUe  nuUrinumio,  and  by  her 
assigned  to  a  second  husband^  as  part  of  her  tocher ;  the  as- 
signation was  found  not  reducible  at  the  instance  of  a  creditor 
of  the  first  husband. 

Costs— L.  80,  given  to  respondents. 


tFoHN  LiDDELL  executed  a  conveyance  of  his  lands     No.  ]  • 
of  Craigannet,  to  himself  in  liferent,  and  to  Francis 
Napier  (father  of  the  appellant),  and  his  heirs  in  Nov.  16,1693. 
fee,  with  a  clause .  of  absolute  warrandice.    The 
deed  recites,  as  the  consideration  for  granting  it, 

*  This  date  is  within  the  period  embraced  by  Mr.  Robertson's  Re- 
ports. The  case  is  one  of  those  in  which  Mr.  R.  was  unable  to  pro- 
cure the.  printed  papers. 

VOL.  I.  B 
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^^gg'      that  Napier  had  paid  certain  sums  of  mcmey,  and 
KAPiEE     performed  many  good  services  to  the  granter ;  and 
NAFiBB.     it  contains  a  proviso  that  his  issue  male  might  re- 
deem the  same,  on  payment  of  the  sumd  so  ad- 
vanced, and  failing  his  issue  male,  that  he  might 
burden  it  to  the  amount  of  [blani^f  for  provi- 
sions to  his  daughters.    Napier  was  infeft  there- 
on, but  his  infeffanent  was  not  recorded  till  Janu- 
ary 1694. 
Dec.  1693.       Shortly  after  granting  the  above  deed,  liddell 
married  Margaret  Young  (the  respondent),  and  by 
the  marriage  articles,  in  consideration  of  ICXX) 
merks  to  be  paid  by  her  father,  the  half  of  the  said 
lands  of  Craigannet  were  settled  upon  her  for 
Dec.  80^  1693.  jointure.    She  was  infeft,  and  her  sasine  duly  re- 
Dee,  sr,—  corded.    Thereafter,  Liddell  assigned  to  her  the 
1000  merks  due  by  her  father.     By  another  deed^ 
reciting  that  she  was  to  defiay  his  sick-bed  and  fti- 
neral  expenses,  he  conveyed  to  her  a  bond  for 
600  merks ;  and,  lastly,  he  executed  in  her  favour 
a  general  as^gnment  of  half  his  moveables* 
May  1699.         He  died,  and  Margaret  having  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  half  jDf  the  lands  of  Craigannet,  was 
married  to  Peter  Napier  (respondent),  and  by  her 
marriage  articles,  conveyed  to  him  her  whole  effects, 
real  and  personal ;  and,  upon  her  father  obliging 
himself  to  pay  to  him  ^000  merks  in  name  of  por- 
tion, she,  widi  her  husband's  concurrence,  granted 
to  him  a  discharge  of  the  1000  merks  previously 
du6  by  him. 
Nov.  1721.         Gabriel  Napier  (the  appellant)  raised  an  action 
in  order  to  set  aside  these  sevei|d  assignations  un- 
der the  act  1621,  in  regard  they  were  granted  in 
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1786. 


KAPIBB 
V. 


defraud  of  his  claim  of  damages,  under  the  clause 
of  warrandice  in  his  Other's  disposition,  which  was 
prior  in  date.  xAriBm. 

The  conveyance  of  one-half  of  the  moveables  ^>ec«3,iT«i. 
wasreduced^  in  respect  it  had  not  been  granted  for 
any  onerous  cause.    That  of  the  600  merks  bond  July  is,  irss. 
was  sustained,  in  respect  it  was  granted  for  the 
funeral  expenses,  &c. 

The  appellant  further  insisted  for  repayment  of 
the  1000  merks  (assigned  by  Liddell  to  Marga- 
ret, and  by  her  to  her  present  husband,  and  paid 
to  him),  on  the  ground  that  the  assignation  was 
reducible,  under  the  act;  and  likewise  that  it 
was  a  deed  by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  *tante  matru 
momaf  and  therefore  to  be  presumed  gratuitous 
and  revocable.  The  Lords  by  various  interlocutors 
found,  ^^  that  Peter  Napier,  the  husband,  having 

received  payment  of  the  sum  of  1000  merks  for 

an  onerous  cause,  viz.  in  satisfaction  of  a  part  of 
"  his  wife's  tocher,  was  not  liable  to  repeat ;''  and 
they  likewise  found  ^'  Margaret  Young  not  liable 
**  to  repeat  the  1000  merits  received  by  her  hus- 
"  band." 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  **  several  interlo-  Entered 
^<  cutors  of  the  Lords  of  Session  in  Scotland,  of  the 
<'  10th  and  20th  November  17^2 ;   the  25th  and 

28th  June ;  the  20th  November ;  and  18th  De- 
.cember  172S  ;  and  of  the  11th  July  172V 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant :— The  jippellant  was 
a  lawful  creditor  to  Liddell,  by  the  warrandice  con- 
tained in  the  disposition,  in  as  &r  as  the  half  of  the 
lands  had  been  possessed  by  his  widow  since  his 
death. 


it 
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By  the  act  1631,  a  gratuitous  assignment  is  re>* 
ducible,  at  the  instance  of  any  anterior  creditor } 
NAPisB.  and  by  the  constant  interpretation  o£  that  statute, 
a  conveyance  in  favour  of  a  conjunct  person,  more 
especiaUy  a  wife,  is  presumed  gratuitous,  and  such 
conjunct  person  obliged  to  prove  a  valuable  con- 
sideration ;  which  in  this  case  has  not  beea  done. 

The  appellant's  disposition  was  not  gratuitous, 
as  is  proved  by  the  recital  of  the  deed  itself.  But 
even  assuming  that  it  had  been  gratuitous,  this 
could  not  import  a  faculty  to  make  any  provision 
for  a  wife  out  of  the  lands  disponed,  the  personal 
estate  being  sufficient  for  that  end.  Moreover,  the 
appellant  does  not  dispute  the  jointure  provided 
for  the  wife ;  but  still  there  is  no  doubt,  that  were 
liddell  himself  alive,  or  had  an  heir,  the  disponee, 
in  right  of  that  clause  of  warrandice,  -would  be  a 
creditor  against  them  to  the  extent  of  that  incum- 
brance. Had  this  jointure  existed  at  the  time  of 
Napier's  disposition,  Liddell  might  have  granted 
warrandice  against  it  in  the  way  that  he  has  done ; 
and  although  such  warrandice  could  not  create  a 
power  to.  impeach  the  jointure,  it  would  certainly 
give  a  claim  of  damages  against  his  other  effects. 

Margaret  is  liable  to  repeat  the  1000  merks,  be- 
cause the  assignment  from  her  firs^;  husband  to  her 
was  null  and  reducible  under  the  act  16S1.  By 
her  father's  grantuEig  liis  obligation  to  her  presept 
husband  and  paying  it  up,  the  case  was  the  same 
in  law,  as  if  at  the  date  of  the  marriage  articles  she 
had  received  the  money  from  her  fath^,  and  de- 
livered it  to  her  husband,  who  had  lent  it  back  to 
her  father  upon  his  bond ;  seeing  that  upon  her 
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dischargiiig  her  father,  he  became  bound  to  her      ^^^^' 
husband,  who  accepted  of  his  obligation  in  satis-     >^a'"» 
&ction  pro  tanto  of  her  portion.  naf»e. 

At  all  events,  Margaret  is  liable  in  repetition  of 
the  sum  after  the  dissolution  of  her  present  mar- 
riage in  case  of  her  surviving,  as  she  cannot  pre- 
tend that  she  received  it  for  any  valuable  consider- 
ation, but  only  donaHone  inter  virum  et  uxorem^ 
which  of  all  donations  is  the  most  easily  reducible. 

Peter  Napier,  the  husband,  is  liable  for  the  1000 
merks,  because  a  purchaser  from  a  conjunct  person, 
who  has  received  a  right  from  a  bankrupt,  is  by 
law  in  the  same  condition  with  the  conjunct  per- 
son, whether  he  purchased  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation or  not  And  the  argument  is  stronger  in  the 
present  case,  where  the  right  made  to  Margaret 
Young  bears  expressly  that  it  was  gratuitous  Q^  for 
"  love  and  favour,*')  which  quality  of  his  autlior's 
right  Peter  cannot  pretend  to  have  been  ignorant  of. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents : — The  conveyance 
to  the  appellant's  "father  being  voluntary,  he  can 
scarcely  be  considered  as  a  creditor  on  the  war- 
randice within  the  meaning  of  the  act 

As  to  the  600  merk  bond,  it  was  assigned  for  a 
valuable  consideration ;  the  Judges  being  fully  sa- 
tisfied by  the  proofs  brought,  that  the  respondent, 
Margaret,  had  paid  her  husband's  death-bed  and 
funeral  expenses,  &c.  to  the  value  of  L.1130, 7s.  4d. 
Scots. 

It  did  not  appe$ur  that  the  1000  merks  paid  to 
the  respondent,  Peter,  was  the  same  1000  merks 
which  had  been  assigned  to  flie  respondent,  Mar- 
garet, by  her  first  husband,  there  having  been  no 


»*• 


NAPIEE 
VAPISK* 


Judgment 
S9th  April, 
1726. 
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direct  translation  of  it  by  her  to  him.  It  was  a 
part  of  2000  merks  stipulated  by  the  marriage 
articles  to  be  paid  to  Peter  by  Margarets  father, 
in  fiill  of  all  she  could  claim  by  his  decease,  and  it 
was  received  as  such. 

But  supposmg  that  the  1000  merks  had  been  in 
consideration  of  the  assignation  to  Margaret  by 
liddell,  her  first  husband,  yet  as  Peter  received  it 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  as  a  part  of  his  wife's 
portion,  and  as  there  did  not  then  appear,  nor  for 
twenty  years  after,  any  ground  of  debt  against 
the  assignee,  he  ought  not  to  be  liable  to  repeat, 
because  there  is  in  the  act  16S1,  an  express  saving 
of  the  rights  of  all  persons  purchasing  even  under 
such  voluntary  deeds,  '^  for  just  and  competent 
"  prices,  or  in  satisfaction  of  their  lawful  debts,'' 
from  such  voluntary  assignee ;  and  the  case  of  the 
respondent,  who  accepted  the  1000  merks  in  pay- 
ment of  his  wife's  portion,  is  expressly  within  the 
saving  of  the  act. 

After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  id  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that 
the  several  interlocutory  sentences  therein  com- 
<<  plained  of  be,  «and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed ; 
^*  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  appellant  do 
**  pay,  or  pause  to  be  paid  to  the  respondents  the 
"  sum  of  L.80  for  their  costs  in  respect  of  the  said 
"  appeal." 


<« 


cc 


For  Appellants,  J.  WiUes  and  Wm.  Lee. 

For  Respondents,  C.  T€Jbot  and  W,  Hamiltan. 
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Grange,  Esq.        .  •  J    "^        ' 

John  Viscount  Abbuthnot,  Bejpandent. 

97th  March,  1728. 

iiiNOB.— -PACTUM  iLLiciTUM.— A  disdiarge  by  a  minor  with- 
<mt  cnraton  of  part  of  the  tocher  stipuhited  in  his  contract  of 
manriage^  being  granted  privatel j  before  solemnization  of  the 
marriage^  and  without  the  concuxTenoe  of  the  friends  who 
were  asaisting  him  in  the  marriage  treaty,  reduced  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  grantor,  on  the  head  of  minority  and  lecaon,  and 
as  being  ootUra  JUem  Uibularum  nupUaiium. 

Judgment  affirmed  ex  parte* 

C0ST8---L.8O  given  to  respendent. 


17S9. 


MoaaisoN 

V, 
ABBUTHVOt. 


[ToL  Diet.  II.  S2.    Rem.  Dec  I.  No.  1.  p.  1.    Mor.  Diet, 
p.  94S7.3 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  certain  interlocutors     ^q.  S. 
of  the  13th  January,  11th  of  February,  6th  of  June,  Entered 
22d  of  November,  and  19th  of  December,  I7I6.  imT*^  ' 
Counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent,  but  no 
counsel  for  the  appellant ;  and  the  respondent's 
«  counsel  being  heard,'*  **  It  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment 
«  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that  ?S;^"^^' 
**  the  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be  af^ 
*^  finned ;  and  it  is  further  (ordered,  that  the  ap- 
*^  pellant  do  pay  to  the  respondent  the  sum  of 
*^  L.80  for  his  costs  in  respect  of  the  said  appeal." 

For  JRespondent,  Dun.  Forbes  and  C.  Talbot. 

The  report  of  this  case  in  the  Folio  Dictionary^  and  the  title  of  the 
other  reports,  are  not  correct. 
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V, 
MUKKAY 


179S.      Alexander  Duke  of  Gordon,  and"^ 
oo&j>oN         Elizabeth  Dutchess  Dowager  VAppeUUaUs ; 

of  Gordon,        ...        J 
Charles  Earl  of  Murray  et  aUiy  Itespondents. 

\6ih  April  M9S. 

SALMON  FISHING. 


No.  S.  The  question  here  related  to  the  boundaries  by 
which  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  certain  salmon 
fishings  in  the  river  Spey  and  on  the  sea  shore 
were  limited,  and  to  the  modes  in  which  they  were 
entitled  to  exercise  these  rights ;  but  as  the  point 
fell^to  be  decided  by  the  titles  of  the  parties,  by 
the  possession  which  they  had  enjoyed,  and  by  cer- 
tain transactions  which  had  been  entered  into  be- 
tween their  authors  and  predecessors,  no  general 
question  of  law  was  involved  in  the  decision. 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  "  several  interlo- 

5thFebruary, ,,  ^^^^  ^f  ^j^^  jg^  ^£  February  1727,  and  the 

day  of  the  same  February  affirming  the 
same ;  the  14th  of  July  1727)  and  the  day 

'*  of  the  same  July  aCBrming  the  same,'*  &c« 
Judgment  After  hearing  counsel,  *'  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

^  ^  '^  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  interlocutory  sentence 
^  of  the  l6th  February  1727»  and  the  affirmance 
**  thereof  be  varied,  and  do  stand  in  the  words  fol- 
**  lowing :— *  That  the  said  Earl  of  Murray,  and 
*  other  the  respoildents  above  mentioned,  have  the 
'  exclusive  right  of  fishing  in  the  channel  of  the 


For  Appellants,  C.  Talbot  and  C.  JErskine. 
For  Respondents,  P.  Yarke,  Dun.  Forbes^  Bo. 
JDundas. 


V. 
MITBKAY. 
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*  water  of  Spey,  downwards  to  the  place  where      179b. 

*  the  line  which  the  sea  makes  upon  the  coast  cuts     oo&don 
'  the  river  at  high  water }  and  that  they  have  not 

*  right  to  fish  below  that  line ;  and  that  the  ap- 
^  pellants,  the  Duke  of  Gordon,  and  the  Duchess 
^  Dowager  of  Gordon,  have  the  exclusive  right 

*  of  fishing  with  the  tug-net  from  and  below  the 
'  said  line  to  the  sea ;  and  that  they  have  not 
'  right  to  fish  above  that  line ;  reserving  to  the 

*  said  Sir  James  Suttie,  as  now  in  the  right  of  the 
^  said  fishings  upon  the  said  river,  which  belonged 

*  to  the  Earl  of  Dunfermline,  the  said  earl  his 
'  right  of  tug-net  fishing  on  the  west  side  of  the 

*  said  water  of  Spey,  conform  to  his  former  pos- 

*  session :'  And  it  is  hereby  also  ordered  and 
**  adjudged,  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  14th 
^'  July  1727,  and  the  affirmance  thereof,  the  Slst 
^  of  the  same  month,  be,  and  are  hereby  aMrmed/' 


10 
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V. 

MB&B8. 


The  Governor  and  Company  of'^ 

Undertakers,  for  Raising  the  >AppeUanU ; 

Thames  Water  in  York  Buildings,  J 
Sir  John  Meres,  Knight,  Respondent. 

«4^  May,  17S8. 

ABBasTiiBKT^— ^Arrestment  of  rents^  for  security  of  a  smn  not 
payable  for  four  years  after  the  date  of  the  arrestment,  or- 
dered to  be  loosed  without  caution  or  conmgnation,  although 
Ae  debtor  was  vergetu  ad  inopianu 


[FoL  Diet  I.  p.  59.    Bern*  Dec  II.  p.  205.  No.  106.    Mor. 

Diet  p.  soa] 

No.  4.  Sir  John  Mer&s,  holding  receipts  or  obligations 
of  the  York  Building  Onnpany  to  the  amount^  oi 
L.7878,  whereby  they  bound  themselves  to  grant 
bonds  for  that  sum,  payable  on  the  l^th  April, 
August,  17S7.  17<S2,  raised  an  acticm  for  the.  purpose  of  com- 
pelling them  to  grant  such  bonds,  and  for  payment 
of  them  as  they  became  due  with  interest ;  also  to 
pay  the  bygone  interest  due  upon  the  receipts. 

Pending  the  action.  Sir  John  used  inhibition 
against  the  Company;  and  he  likewise  arrested 
their  whole  rents  and  effects  in  Scotland  in  security 
of  the  sums  sued  for.  Against  these  arrestments 
the  Company  presented  a  petition,  praying  '<  that 
**  the  arrestments,  in  so  far  as  concerns  the  prin- 
cipal sums,  whereof  the  payment  was  delayed  to 
a  distant  day,  might  be  loosed  without  caution 
February  27,  «  or  Consignation,'^  upon  advising  which  with  an- 


U 


i( 
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swers,  the  Lords  *<  found  that  the  aforesaid  anrest-       ^'^^^ 
**  ments  hid  on,  are  eflfectual  both  for  the  principal 
"  sums  and  annual  rents  libelled,  and  therefore  re- 
<<  fused  the  desire  of  the  petition/^ 

The  appeal  was  brought  fiom  that  part  of  the  Entered 
above  interlocutor  which  finds   the  arrestments  ^^  ^^' 

A  788* 

efifectual  for  the  principal  sums. 

Pleaded^  the  AppeUtmts: — A  distant  day 
was  agreed  for  payment  of  the  principal  sums,  and 
it  was  coDtnxy  to  the  meaning  and  intention  of 
the  paction  to  lay  on  arrestments  for  the  principal 
sums  till  such  lime  as  they  became  due,  whereby 
the  rents  in  the  poor  tenants'  hands  must  inevitably 
perish. 

By  the  hw  of  Scotland,  arrestment  of  rents  of 
lands  or  the  other  profits  of  an3r  estate  cannot  re- 
gularly be  used,  but  afler  the  term  of  payment  of 
the  sum ;  and  it  is  unjust  to  lock  up  a  debtor^s 
efiects  when  die  creditor  cannot  take  them. 

Hie  respondent  is  suffidently  secured  for  the 
capital  debt,  having  used  an  inhibition,  which  bars 
the  appellants  frrai  selling  their  estate,  or  con- 
tracting debt  thereon  to  the  prejudice  of  the  re- 
spondent's debt.  By  these  arrestments  all  the  rents 
of  the  appellants'  estates  are  stopped,  by  which 
they  are  disabled  from  paying  yearly  their  annui- 
tants with  whom  they  contracted  under  several 
acts  of  parliament. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Beepondent: — ^llie  arrestment 
prevents  the  tenants  from  paying  rent  only  until 
security  be  given,  and  is  loosed  upon  such  secu- 
rity ;  so  that  it  is  far  from  an  entire  bar  to4lie  ap- 
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YORK 

BUILDINOi 

COMPAKY 

V. 

MERES. 


Judgment 
May  «4, 1728. 


,  pellants  receiving  their  rents  in  all  events  until  the 
money  should  become  payable.  If  no  arrestment 
could  be  used  until  the  term  of  payment,  it  might 
be  very  inconvenient  and  even  fatal  to  the  credi- 
tor, since  the  debtor  might  in  the  mean  time  dis- 
pose of  every  thing  that  might  be  die  subject  of 
payment    . 

Although  the  circumstances  of  die  debtor  at 
the  time  of  agreement  may  be  such  as  not  to  give 
any  occasion  to  require  security  for  payment  at  a 
day  to  come,  yet  if  by  accident  or  otherwise  the 
circumstances  alter,  it  can  never  be  presumed  to 
have  been  the  intentibn  of  the  creditor  to  tie  up 
his  own  hands  from  procuring  the  best  security 
he  can,  by  pursuing  the  methods  which  the  law 
has  provided  in  such  cases ;  otherwise  it  might 
be  in  the  power  of  the  debtor  to  dispose  of  or  en- 
cumber  his  estate,  and  thereby  deprive  the  credi- 
tor  of  all  remedy,  or  other  creditors  might  afiect 
and  carry  off  the  estate  while  he  was  obliged  to  be 
silent  This  view  is  strengthened  by  the  fact,  that 
the  appellants  have  actually  stopped  payment  to 
all  their  other  bond  creditors;  and,  subsequent  to 
the  receipts  granted  to  the  respondent,  they  have 
been  sued  by  other  creditors  who  are  carrying  on 
dilig^ice  against  the  estate.  Even  since  the  pre- 
sent arrestments  were  laid  on,  they  have  them- 
selves given  to  their  annuitants  an  universal  infeft- 
ment  over  their  whole  estate,  for  above  L.  10,000 
per  annum ;  on  account  of  which,  although  the 
arrestments  were  loosed,  they  could  have  no  access 
to  receive  the  rents. 

After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
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*^  judged,  &c.  that  so  much  of  the  said  interlocu-      t^gs- 

tor  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal,  as  finds  the 
'<  arrestments  laid  on  effectual  for  the  principal 
<*  sums,  be  reversed ;  and  it  is  hereby  further*  or- 
"  dered,  that  the  said  Lords  of  Session  do  order 
«  the  arrestments,  in  so  far  as  concerns  the  .princi- 
"  pal  sums,  whereof  payment  is  delayed  to  a  dis- 
**  tant  day,  to  be  loosed  without  caution  or  con- 
"  signation/* 

For  Appellants,  Dun.  Forbes^  C.  Talbot,  Alex. 

Garden. 
For  Respondents,    P.    Torke,    Ch.  AresUne, 

Will.  Hamilton. 


reversal  is  not  noticed  in  any  of  the  reports*  The  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Session  is  founded  on  by  Erskine,  b.  iii.  t.  6. 
{10. 


14      CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 
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BANK  OF 
SCOTLAND. 


1729.      The  Governor  &  Co.  of  the  Royal.^ 
ROYAL  BANK      Bdok  of  ScotlaDd,  and  Andrew  > Appellants ; 

Cochrane,  Merch»it  in  Glasgow,  J 

The  Governor  &  Co.  of  the  Bankl  n j    * 

of  Scotland, ^Respm^denis. 

9th  May,  1729- 

1IANK.—LBOAL  DILI6BNCB.— In  a  0886  betwixt  the  two  baaksy 
it  was  fbuad  by  the  Court  of  Session  that  neither  homing, 
inhibition^  nor  arrestment^  were  competent  against  the  bank 
of  Sootland^  npon  their  notes  or  tidcets.,  the  diligence  being 
done  in  emulalionem. 

This  judgment  was  leversed. 


[Fol.  Diet.  I.  65.     Mor,  Diet.  p.  875.] 

No.  5..    The  Bank  of  Scotland  was  incorporated  by  act  of 

169^       pailiament,  a  clause  of  which  provides  "  that  sum- 

^*  mary  execution  by  homing  shall  proceed  upon 

**  bills  or  tickets  drawn  upon  or  granted  by,  or  to 

"  or  in  favojirs  of  the  said  bank,  and  the  managers 

"  and  administrators  thereof  for  the  time,  and  pro- 

**^  tests  thereon,  in  the  same  manner  as  is  appointed 

to  pass  upon  protests  of  foreign  bills,  by  the  20th 

act  of  parliament  1681 ;  and  that  no  suspension 

pass  of  any  charge  for  sums  lent  by  the  said 

"  bank,  or  to  the  same,  but  only  upon  discharge 

•*  or  consignation  of  the  sirni  charged  for.'' 

The  bank  being  obliged  to  make  a  temporary 
stoppage  of  payment,  the  appellant  Cochrane,  who 
held  their  notes  to  the  amount  of  L.900,  obtained 
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cash  for  them  from  the  Royal  Bank,  and  thereafter       ^^^ 
(in  trust  for  the  Royal  Bank)  appEed  for  letters  of  ^^^J^=«= 
homing  against  the  Bank  of  Scotland.      After        «. 
various  proceedii^  the  court  reftised  to  grant  Scotland. 
warrant.  JaneS5,i788. 

Hie  Royal  Bank  then  raised  an  action  against 
thfe  Bank  of  Scotland  for  li.10,955  due  upon  their 
notesy  with  interest  and  expenses,  and  iq>on  the 
dependance  of  this  action  applied  for  letters  of  in- 
hibition and  arrestment  It  appears  that  the  Bank 
of  Scotland  produced  their  books,  in  order  to  show 
that  they  had  funds  more  than  sufficient  to  answer 
all  demands  upon  them.  The  case  being  reported  juiy  n,  S6, 
by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  lords  refused  to  pass  ^^^* 
the  bill ;  and  upon  an  application  of  the  Bank  of 
Scotland,  they  directed  ihe  clerks  not  to  write 
upon  any  such  biU  which  might  be  presented,  until 
the  Bank  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  the  same 
at  least  twenty-foiu*  hours  before  writing  upon  it. 

The  principal  sums  due  were  subsequently  paid, 
but  received  under  protest  that  the  expensed  in- 
curred should  likewise  be  paid ;  and  conceiving 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  Court,  in  refttsing  the 
diligence,  had  the  effect  of  establishing  a  privilege 
in  favour  of  the  Bank  of  Scotland,  the  Royal  Bank 
piresented  a  petition  complaining  thereof,  which,  Febnury  85, 
with  another  afterwards  given  in,  was  superseded  ^'^^' 
ixH  the  &8t  day  of  June  then  next. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  of  Entered 
the  2d,   4th,   and  9th  of  April ;   25th  and  28th  JJ^^  ^^' 
June>  11th  and  26th  July,  1728  j  and  the  25th 
and  27th  Feb.  1729. 


16      CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^^^^'  Pleaded  Jbr  the  Appellants : — 1. .  When  the  re- 
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BANK  spondents  were  made  a  corporation,  the  l^islature, 
BANK  OF  in  order  to  give  their  notes  and  bills  the  greater 
BcoTLANp.  cj-^jit,  and  to  enable  them  to  recover  more. easily 
money  due  to  them,  thought  proper  that  they  should 
both  sue  and  be  sued  summarily ;  and  therefore 
the  act  enables  the  Bank  to  sue  summarily,  and 
gives  the  same  remedy  to  their  creditors  which  the 
Bank  has  against  their  debtors.  As  the  respondents 
have  on  all  occasions  exercised  jthat  privilege  against 
their  debtors,  it  would  be  most  inconsistent  to  deny 
the  same  privilege  of  summary  execution  against 
them,  and  expressly  contrary  to  the  words  of  the 
Act 

S.  It  is  settled  law,  that  every  creditor  may,  by 
action,  demand  payment  of  the  money  due  to  him, 
and,  pending  such  suit,  may  inhibit  and  arrest,  and 
upon  the  arrestment  may,  by  proper  process,  make 
the  sums  arrested  liable  to  satisfy  his  demand;  and 
the  creditor  has  the  same  right  to  demand  from  the 
Court  the  proper  process  for  recofvering  his  debt, 
as  he  has  to  demand  payment  from  the  debtor ;  for 
his  right  of  debt  would  be  useless,  if  the  remedy 
given  him  by  law  for  recovering  that  debt  were 
denied,  or  rendered  ineffectual.  There  is  no  in- 
stance of  an  arrestment  or  inhibition  being  refused 
under  similar  circumstances. 

The  production  of  their  books  and  accounts  did 
not  at  all  supersede  the  necessity  or  expediency  of 
using  diligence;  as  whatever  their  fimds  might 
t  then  be,  there  was  no  security  that  they  might  not 
be  alienated,  or  fresh  obligations  contracted  in  the 
mean  time.     Whatever  the  circumstances  of  the 
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debtor  may  be,  that  will  not  answer  the  creditor's        ^^^^' 
claim  for  ready  money ;  and  as  the  law  has  point-  "o^^^  »a»*« 
ed  out  a  method  for  recovering  his  debt,  he  has    bank  of 
a  right  to  avail  himself  of  that  proper  process ;  and   «<^<>^^^*''- 
nothing  less  than  a  power  to  dispense  with  the  laws, 
can  prevent  him  from  the  exercise  of  the  legal 
privilege  of  suing  for  his  debts.     This  would  be  in 
the  nature  of  granting  protections  for  civil  debts, 
which  the  Claim  of  Rights  declares  "  to  be  direct- 
<'  ly  contrary  to  the  known  law,  statutes,  and  free- 
"  doms  of  the  realme." 

3.  It  was  still  more  unreasonable  for  the  Court, 
not  only  to  refuse  granting  the  usual  diligences, 
but  to  establish  in  some  measure  a  standing  pri- 
vilege in  favour  of  the  rei^dndents,  that  the  dili- 
gences and  processes,  which  in  all  other  cases  pass 
of  course,  ^ould  be  in  their  case  only  stopt  from 
being  issued,  till  they  have  an  opportunity  of  being 
apprised  thereof,  and  thereby  prevent  the  issuing 
of  the  same. 

Pleaded  jar  the  RespondenU : — 1.  By  the  act  of  losi,  c.  so. 
king  Charles  IL  (referred  to  in  the  clause  of  the 
bank  act  quoted  above,)  summary  homing  may 
pass  only  upon  bills  of  exchange  that  are  protested 
and  registered  within  six  months  after  the  date  in 
case  of  non-acceptance,  or  after  the  fallingdue  there- 
of in  case  of  non-payment  But  the  respondents' 
notes,  upon  which  the  appellants  demanded  that 
process,  bore  date,  and  were  due  several  years  be- 
fore they  were  protested  and  registered  j  so  that  if 
they  were  ever  intended  by  the  bank  act  to  be  sub- 
ject to  such  process,  the  appellants  were  out  of  time 
to  demand  it  upon  these  notes« 

VOL.  !•  c 
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« 

iyg»*  By  the  law  and  practice  of  Scotland,  a  summary 

KOTAL  BANK  homuig  ncveT  was. or  could  be  issued  upon  any  bill 

BAinc  OF     or  contract,  but  at  the  risk  of  the  person  expressly 

scoTLANB.  iiamed  therein,  or  in  the  endorsement  or  assignment 

thereof;  therefore  if  such  process  could  be  supposed 

to  have  been  intended  by  the  bank  act  to  pass  upon 

the  respondents'  cash  notes,  payable  to  A.  B.  or 

bearer,  it  could  only  be  obtained  at  the  instance  of 

A»  B.  or  the  person  to  whom  A.  B.  had  specially 

assigned  the  same. 

But  the  respondents  insist,  that  their  current 
notes  for  cash,  not  lent  to  them,  but  deposited  with 
them  as  a  bank  for  circulation  c£  credit,  were  not 
intended  by  the  act  of  Parliament  to  be  made  sub- 
ject to  immediate  execution,  which  would  be  in- 
consistent with  the  nature  of  a  bank.  Besides,  it 
was  never  known  to  be  the  practice  to  protest  pro- 
missory or  cash  notes. 

2.  There  is  no  statute  appointing  the  processes 
of  arrestment  and  inhibition  to  pass  of  course  at  the 
suit  of  any  creditor ;  but  they  have  been  introduced 
by  custom  and  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Session, 
and  are  very  often  refused  whefi  the  Court  sees 
cause,  especially  when  it  appears  that  they  are  de^ 
manded,  not  in  reality  for  security  of  money  due, 
but  for  envy  or  emulation  against  the  debtor; 
which  appeared  to  be  the  nature  of  the  appellants' 
demand,  they  having  industriously  possei^^  them- 
selves of  the  respondents'  notes,  in  order  to  make 
them  stop  pa3rment,  and  then  distress  them  with  ail 
manner  of  legal  process. 

3.  As  to  the  order  to  tiie  clerk  of  the  bills,  the 
appellants  are  not  parties  thereto,  nor  do  they  pre- 
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tend  in  their  petitions  for  recalling  it,  or  in  their       i^gg- 


appeal,   that  they  had  applied  for  any  process  royal  bank 
against  the  respondents,  which  was  stayed  by  that    ban^k  of 
order.   Besides,  the  Court  has  not  refused  to  recall  «<^otland. 
that  order,  but  onlj  deferred  the  consideration 
thereof  till  the  next  term,  which  is  frequently  done 
at  the  latter  end  of  a  term.    There  is,  therefore, 
no  foundation  for  an  appeal  on  this  head. 

It  is  most  equitable  that  every  party  should  be 
heard  who  has  any  thing  to  say  in  his  defence,  be- 
fore warrant  for  diligence  be  issued  against  him ; 
and  no  doubt  the  Court  would  haVe  made  the  same 
order  for  any  other  persons  in  the  same  circum* 
stances,  and  upon  the  same  reasons  as  appeared  in 
tiie  case  of  the  respondents. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ^*  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  several  interlocutory  sen-  ^*^  ^'  "^' 
*^  tences  complained  of  be  and  are  hereby  reversed ; 
*<  and  it  is  hereby  further  ordered,  That  the  appel- , 
"  lants  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  said  Lords  of 
**  Session,  to  cause  iheir  costs  and  expenses  in  the 
*' proceedings  above  mentioned  to  be  taxed  ac- 

'^  cording  to  the  course  of  their  Court. 

* 

For  Appellants,  P.  Yarke,  Dun.  Forbes,  C.  TaU 

botj  and  WiU.  Hafnilton. 
For  Respcxidents,  J.  WiUes  and  WUl.  Chant 

This  revenal  ii  not  tfotioed  in  the  reports  of  Um  cue. 
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MOODIB 
V. 
STEWART. 


Elizabeth  Moodie^  Spinster,  a  Pau- 1  ,. 

per,      -      .      .      -      .      -    .    J^PP^^^> 
John  Stewart  of  Burgh,  Respondent. 

QUi  February,  I7SO. 

PBonsioN  TO  HBIR8  AND  cBiLDfiEN. — The  heir  under  a  mar- 
riage contract  maj^  during  his  f&ther^s  lifetime^  renounce  for 
himself  and  his  suobessors  all  claims  under  the  contract. 

IDIOTBT.— In  a  reduction  of  a  deed  ex  capUe  Juroris,  after  the 
death  of  the  grantor,  a  general  all^ation  of  idiotry  not  rele- 
vant* 


No.  6»  Robert,  the  son  of  Edward  Stewart  of  Burgh,  in- 
1688.  termarried  with  Barbara,  the  daughter  of  Hugh 
Halcrow.  By  the  mar^age  settlement,  Edward 
Stewart,  on  the  one  hand,  became  bound  to  convey 
his  lands  of  Burgh  and  others,  in  favour  of  his  son 
Robert  and  the  heirs  of  the  marriage ;  and  on  the 
other  part,  Hugh  Halcrow  conveyed  his  lands  of 
Cletts,  &c.  tQ  the  said  Edward  Stewart,  who  again 
conveyed  them  in  favour  of  his  son  Robert,  and  the 
heirs  of  the  marriage.  Of  this  marriage  there  were 
bom  two  sons, — ^Edward,  who  died  young,  and 
Robert, — and  one  daughter.  Robert,  the  father, 
1661.  having  survived  his  wife,  entered  into  a  second 
marriage,  by  the  articles  of  which  he  settled  all 
the  above  lands  on  the  heirs  to  be  procreated  of 
the  marriage.  By  this  second  wife  he  had  issue 
three  sons,  of  whom  John  (the  respondent)  was 
the  eldest 
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Robert,  the  father,  by  successive  disposilioiis  con-       jtso- 
veyed  the  whole  lands  in  favour  of  his  son  John,     moojiu 
and  the  last  of  these  dispositions  redtes,  as  the    stbwaat. 
consideration  of  it,  that  John  had  undertaken  to      \iii' 
pay  all  the  granter's  debts,  and  the  portions  which       use. 
he  had  appointed  for  his  other  children. 

Of  this  date,  Robert,  the  father,  with  concur- February 
rence  of  Johp,  conveyed  the  lands  of  Burgh  in  fa-  ^^'^' 
vour  of  his  son  Robert,  in  consideration  o£  which, 
the  latter  executed  a  deed  of  renunciation,  (which 
narrates  this  grant,)  whereby  he  renounces  all  claim 
whatever  competent  to  him  under  his  mother^s  con^ 
tract  of  marriage. 

In  1691,  sin  agreement  was  entered  into  between  i69i. 
Robert,  the  son,  and  John,  whereby,  upon  John's 
granting  a  bond  for  an  annuity  to  him  and  his 
wife  of  SOO  merks  per  annum,  and  for  a  sum  of 
4000  merks  to  him  and  his  wife  in  liferent,  and 
their  son  in  fee,  he  conveyed  to  John  the  said 
lands  of  Burgh.  Robert  the  son  enjoyed  this  an- 
nuity until  his  deaths  when  he  left  the  bond  for 
4000  merks  to  his  son  Robert 

This  Robert  (the  grandson)  assigned  the  bond  for 
4000  merks  to  Elizabeth  Moodie,  (the  appellant,) 
who  had  been  at  the  expense  of  his  maintenance  and 
education,  and  likewise  executed  in  her  favour  a 
farther  bond  for  L.60,000  Scots,  upon  which  she 
obtained  a  decree  of  adjudication.  Founding  upon 
this  title  to  pursue,  she  instituted  an  action  of  re- 
duction for  setting  aside  John's  title  as  null  and 
void,. being  at  variance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
foresaid  contract  of  marriage.  A  second  ground 
of  reduction  was,  that  the  renunciation  had  been 
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^y^*      obtained  by  fraud  and  circumvention,  the  granter 
MooDi£     being  ncn  compos  mentis  at  the  time  of  signing  it 
6TBWAET.       John  produced  as  his  title  the  several  convey- 
ances by  his  father  in  h&  favour,  and  likewise  the 
agreement  1691|  and  the  discharge  and  renuncia- 
tion l687r  above  mentioned* 

It  was  pleaded  for  Elizabeth  Moodie;--^though 
Robert,  the  son  of  the  first  marriage,  was  heir  pre- 
sumptive cfihBt  marriage,  yet  in  reality  he  had  no 
rjght  in  him.  During  his  fathered  lifetime,  he  had 
no  more  than  an  expectancy,  which  he  could  not 
sell  or  dispose  of  in  prejudice  of  his  successors  j 
and  he  having  died  without  serving  heir»  or  mak- 
ing up  any  title  to  the  lands,  he  never  acquired 
the  power  either  to  convey  or  renounce  his  right, 
and  his  son  Robert  became  the  heir  of  the  mar- 
riage to  whom  the  provisions  were  made*  Hie 
pursuer,  therefore,  having  by  her  adjudication 
carried  all  right  that  was  in  him,  had  good  title  to 
insist  that  the  renunciation,  (granted  by  onei  whoy 
in  his  father's  lifetime,  could  not  possibly  be  his 
heir,)  had  no  effect  to  bar  the  action  of  the  subse- 
quent heir,  who  had  legally  completed  his  tides. 

Answered  for  John,'*-!.  Robert  being  the  only 
son  of  the  marriage,  constitit  certimme  de  persona^ 
that  he  was  the. person  for  whom  provision  was 
made  under  the  marriage  contract,  and  there  could 
be  no  reason  to  hinder  him  from  accepting  present 
satisfaction  in  lieu  of  that  provision.  In  consider* 
ation  of  that  satisfaction,  he  might  make  what 
agreement  he  chose,  and  might  renounce  and  dis« 
charge  for  himself  and  his  issue  who  were  not 
then  in  existence.    If  it  were  not  so,  then  the  heir 
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of  a  marriage  could  never,  during  his  father^s  life-       ^^^o- 
time»  make  any  bargain  or  arrangement  fin*  his 
present  advantage. 

2.  Robert,  the  father,  continued  full  fiar  of  ibe 
estate,  notwithstanding  the  marriage  contract,  and 
he  might  burden  or  convey  the  lands*  If  the  con- 
vejrance  was  gratuitous  the  son  might  challenge  it. 
This  was  a  right  which  the  son  had  in  him,  even 
during  his  father's  lifetime,  and  which  he  might 
renouiure  to  the  eflfect  of  validating  his  fa&er's 
deed*  Death-bed  deeds  may  thus  be  made  un- 
challengeable even  during  the  granter^s  lifetime* 

The  piumier  (in  a  duply)  offered  to  prove  that 
Robert  was  a  person  furious  and  fatuous,  and  that 
he  was  circumvented  when  he  granted  the  deed  of 
renunciation. 

TTie  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  juDeii^irse. 
the  following  interlocutor :  ^*  Repels  the  objections 
«  against  the  writs  produced,  founded  upon  the 
"  first  contract  of  marriage,  in  respect  of  the  reply, 
**  and  the  dischaige  and  renunciation  by  the  heir 
<*  of  that  marriage  also  produced ;  and  therefore 
<<  finds  the  writs  produced  by  the  defender  suffi- 
<*  cient  to  exclude ;  and  makes  avisandum  there- 
*<  with ;  but  refuses  to  grant  certification,  without 
<•  prgudice  to  the  pursuer  to  insist  upon  her  further 
**  reasons  of  reduction  and  duply,  that  the  granter 
<^  of  the  said  renunciation  was  a  weak  man,  and 
**  the  discharge  and  renunciation  was  unduly  elidt- 
**  ed  from  him,  or  that  he  was  fraudulently  imposed 
*'  upon  in  the  granting  thereof,  or  that  he  was 
*<  fiirious,  fatuous,  or  under  other  natural  inci^aci- 
"  ties  for  granting  of  the  deed." 
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« 

^^^^'  This  interlocutor^  being  brought  before  the  whole 

MoowK     Court  upon  a  petition  and  answer,  was,  of  this  date, 
STEWART,    adhered  to ;  and  a  second  reclaiming  petition  was 
July  8, 1726.  refused  without  answers. 

On  the  other  ground  of  reduction,  the  Lord 
fj^r^^  **'  Ordinary  allowed  "  the  pursuer  before  answer  to 

prove  prout  de  jure  that  Robert  Stewart,  the 
grantor  of  the  said  discharge  and  renunciation 
<*  foiinded  on  by  the  defender,  was  a  weak  man, 
<^  and  that  the  discharge  and  renunciation  was 
<<  unduly  elicited  from  him,  or  that  he  was  fraudu- 
<*  lently  imposed  on  in  the  granting  thereof,  or 
^<  that  he  was  furious,  fatuous,  or  under  other  men- 
<<  tal  ineapacity  for  granting  of  the  said  deed,  and 
^'  assigns  the  first  of  June  next  to  the  pursuer's 
^*  procurators  for  proving  thereof,  and  grants  dili- 
"  gence/* 

Against  this  interlocutor  John  petitioned,  on  the 
grounds,  firsts  That  even  if  it  were  true  that  the 
granter  had  been  circumvented,  his  repeated  ho- 
mologation of  the  deed  was  proved  by  regular  re- 
ceipts for  the  annuity  which  were  produced ;  and 
second^  As  to  the  'furiosity,  that  it  was  not  compe- 
tent to  plead  it  at  a  period  so  long  afler  the  grant- 
er's  death ;  but  at  any  rate,  that  the  pursuer 
must  particularise  the  circumstances  from  which 
the  furiosity  is  inferred,  and  must  also  state  that 
the  granter  was  under  the  influence  of  the  disorder, 
not  only  when  he  executed  the  deed^  but  likewise 
at  the  time  of  each  subsequent  act  of  homologa^ 
tion. 
June  10,  The  Court,  of  this  date,  "  Find  the  general  al- 

<•  legation  of  furiosity  as  proposed  by  the  pursuer 
^^  not  relevant,  and  ordain  her  to  give  in  a  parti- 
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^  cular  condescendence  of  the  facts  from  which       ^^^* 
"  she  would  infer  the  same,  of  the  time  and  con-     hoodie 
^*  tinuance  of  the  furiosity,  and  the  manner  of   stewart. 
«  proof-" 

A  reclaiming  petition  against  this  interlocutor  January  ir, 
was  refiised,  and,  of  this  date,  the  Court  pronoun-  ^^^* 
ced  their  final  judgment  on  the  whole  cause  as- 
soilzieing the  defender. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  **  several  interior  Entered 
«  cutors,  of  11th  June,  8th  and  24th  July,  I726  ;  f^"^  ^' 
^*  10th  June,  18th  day  of  July,  I727,  and  17th  Ja-  ^"^^ 

nuaiy,  17^89  made  on  the  behalf  of  John  Stewart  j 

and  praying  that  the  same  may  be  reversed,  and 

that  .the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  21st 

February  last  may  be  aflSrmed-*' 

The  arguments  in  the  House  of  Lords  were  the 
same  as  those  of  which  a  summary  has  been  given 
above. 

After  hearing  counsel,  '*  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that  f*^]^*^  ^' 
"  the  several  interlocutors  therein  complained  of 
"  be,'  and  are  hereby  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  P,  Yorke  and  Will.  Hamilton. 
For  Respondent,  Dun.  Forbes  and  C.  Talbot. 

It  cannot  be  gathered  with  ^certainty  from  the  appeal  papen  whether 
or  not  Robert  surviTed  his  father.  As  thia  ia  an  important  point>  and 
was  inquired  into  with  much  anxiety  in  deciding  the  case  of  Routledge 
V.  CanrutherBy  (May  19>  1818,  Fac  CoL  Dow,  IV.)  it  may  be  remark- 
ed that  several  drcomstanoes  support  the  belief  that  the  father  pre^ 
deceased.  In  particular,  it  is  mentioned  by  the  respondent,  that  "  he 
had  enjoyed  all  his  father's  estate,  except  the  lands  of  Burgh,  for 
more  than  40  years  ;  and  the  lands  of  Buigh  he  has  possessed  with- 
**  out  molestation  from  the  year  1691."  Now  it  is  clear  that  John 
had  not  taken  immediate  possession  in  virtue  of  the  conveyances  by 
his  fiither  in  his  favour,  because  his  father,  in  1^87,  dispones  part  of 
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17S0.        the  lands  with  his  oonciinrenoe.    This  is  the  lost  tmuactkni  in 
*^^T™~^  the  father  is  stated  to  have  horn^  a  part ;  so  that  it  is  probable  his 
^^  death  happened  soon  after^  which  would  be  above  forty  years  prior  to 

STEWABT.  the  date  of  the  appeal  paper.  In  1091,  his  son  John  is  found  tranft- 
acting  for  the  first  time  ahne  with  Robert,  who  was  then  in  posses- 
sion of  the  lands  of  Burgh,  settled  on  him  by  his  father. 

It  is  also  founded  upon  in  the  argument^  that  Robert  had  died 
without  serving  heir  to  his  llather,  which  statement  almost  neon- 
sazily  implies  the  fact  that  the  son  had  survived. 

This  presumption  is  further  supported  by  the  probable  age  of  the 
father,  the  marriage  having  taken  place  in  January  1638^  while  the 
son  lived,  at  least  until  1700.  There  is  some  uncertainty  ta  to  the 
precise  period  of  his  death*  In  the  appellant's  case,  it  is  said«  thai 
"  Robert  the  son  died  in  1700;"  whereas,  in  the  respondent's  case, 
he  is  said  to  have  ''  received  annually  for  thirteen  years  his  annmty," 
which  had  been  settled  on  him  in  1691,  aeooEcding  to  whidi  state* 
ment,  be  muat  have  survived  till  1704. 


George  Smollett^  Provost,  et  aUi,  1  ^  ijn  ix- 
Magistrates  of  DumbartoD^    -    J   "^         *• 

William  Buntein,  et  aUi,  ^^r^j^^^^^^ 
gesses  of  Dumbarton^    -    -    -   J       -^  .  , 

19th  February,  17S0* 

BUBOH  BOTAL.«-DB8UBTUBB.*«-BLBCTiON.— The  aeta  1505,  C.80, 
1555,  c  96,  and  I6O9,  c,  8,  whid  disable  persons  not  being 
actual  traders  and  residenters  within  the  burgh  from  being 
elected  Magistrates,  found  to  be  in  desuetude. 

A  oolincillor  having  been  imprisoned  on  the  eve  of  the  election 
in  virtoe  of  a  wanant  obtained  upon  infbrmatioa  of  the  ad« 
verse  party— found  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  election,  there 
being  such  a  number  in  favour  of  it  as  would  have  formed  a 
majority  notwithstanding  he  had  been  present 


No.  7.  On  tjie  eve  of  the  election  of  the  Magistrates  for 
the  burgh  of  Dumbarton,  one  of  the  councillors, 
named  Porterfield,  being  forcibly  carried  o£^  and 
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Other  acts  of  violence  committed  by  the  adverse       itso. 
party,  David  Colquhoun,  who  was  one  of  the  elec-   smollett 
tors,  was,  in  virtue  of  a  justiciary  warrant,  com-    buhteiit. 
mitted  to  the  Castle  of  Dumbarton,  as  having  been 
principally  concerned  in  these  outrages.    On  the 
day  of  election  the  council  separated ;  eight  of 
their  number  (being  a  quorum)  made  choice  of  the 
appellants,  while  the  remaining  six  elected  the.  re- 
spondents. 

The  respondents  brought  an  action  of  reduction 
and  declarator  for  setting  aside  the  election  of  the  * 
appellants,  and  declaring  themselves  duly  elected. 

They  insisted  that  the  appellant,  George  Smol-  .  ^ 
lett,  was  no  trafficking  merchant,  nor  residenter  in 
the  town  of  Dumbarton,  and  therefore  could  not, 
because  of  the  acts  150S,  c.  80,  15S5,  c.  26,  and 
1609,  c/  8,  be  elected  provost  To  which  it  was 
answei^d,  that  although  by  the  sett  of  the  town,  the 
burgh  is  said  to  be  made  up  of  merchants  and  trades- 
men ;^  yet  according  to  the  constant  practice,  any 
person,  although  not  of  any  of  the  trades  or  com- 
panies of  mechanics,  was  capable  of  being  elected  a 
ma^trate;  — ^that  although  Smollett  did  not  trade, 
yet  he  was  a  considerable  proprietor  in  the  town,  and 
resided  there  for  some  time  every  year ;  and  more- 
over thatihe  statutes  founded  on  were  in  desuetude. 
The  Lords  found  *'  the  reason  of  reduction,  viz.  Fehnury  6, 
that  Greorge  Smollett  was  not  a  merchant  resid-  ^'^*^- 
ing  in.  the  town  of  Dumbarton,  relevant  and 
^*  proved ;  and  therefore  reduced  his  election  as 
"  provost.*' 

It  was  next  pleaded  that  the  election  ought  to 
be  reduced  in  totOf  because  it  was  carried  on 
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SMOLLETT 

r. 

BUNTSIN. 


without  a  quorum,  and  the  want  of  the  quorum 
was  occasioned  by  the  imprisonment  of  Colquhoun 
in  consequence  of  the  devices  of  the  appellants. 
It  was  answered  that  the  imprisonment  was  legal ; 
but  if  it  had  been  otherwise,  the  appellants  were  not 
accessary  to  it ;  and  even  if  he  had  been  at  liberty, 
and  had  voted  against  them,  still  they  would  have 
had  a  decided  majority. 
February  8.        The  Lords  found,  "  that  the  execution  of  the 

^*  warrant  against  David  Colquhoun,  upon  an  in- 
*<  formation  exhibited  against  him  of  an  atrocious 
crime,  by  incarcerating  him  in  the  Castle  of  Dum* 
barton,  was  a  contrivance  of  design,  to  disable 
him  from  being  present  at  the  ensuing  election ; 
and  they  found  it  proved^  that  Provost  George 
Smollett,  and  those  adhering  to  him,  were  acces* 
**'sary  to  the  said  contrivance  and  execution,  which 
they  found  relevant  to  annul  the  election  of  the 
said  Provost  George  Smollett,  and  the  other  ap-> 
pellants,  the  magistrates  and  council  joining  with 
him  ;'*  and  they  likewise  found  it  proved,  "  that 
"  Archibald  Porterfield  was  violently  seized  and 
f <  carried  away  to  an  island  of  Lochlomond^  which 
**  they  found  was  done  by  a  contrivance  designed 
**  to  disable  him  to  attend  at  the  said  election ;  and 
^*  that  William  Buntein,  and  the  other  magistrates 
joining  with  him,  were  accessary  to  that  contri- 
vance,  which  they  found  relevant  to  annul  the 
•*  election  of  the  said  William  Buntein,  and  the 
*^  other  magistrates  joining  with  him ;  and  there- 
**  fore  reduced  both  elections  in  totoJ' 

A  petition  against  that  part  of  the  judgment 
which  annulled  the  election  of  the  appellants  was 
refused. 
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•  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  mterlocutor  of      ^^so- 
the  6th  February,  1729>  part  of  the  interlocutor  of  bmollett 
the  8th  February,  and  the  interlocutor  of  the  27th    bunthn. 
Febniar|r,  in  the  same  year.  SS5^ 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — 1..  Although  the  1799. 
laws  of  James  the  V.  and  VL  direct  that  no  per* 
son  be  chosen  provost  of  a  burgh,  but  merchants 
and  actual  traffickers  within  such  burgh,  yet  these 
statutes  are  fallen  into  desuetude,  and  a  cohti*ary 
custom  has  prevailed  in  this  town  and  other  bi^-ghs 
in  Scotland.  That  acts  of  Parliament,  by  the  con* 
struction  of  tlie  laws  of  Scotland  may,  by  falling 
into  disuse,  lose  their  force,  is  certain  ;  and,  upon 
this  principle,  many  other  statutory  regulations 
touching  the  government  of  royal  burghs,  are  abro- 
gated by  custom  without  any  formal  repeal. 

2.  The  imprisonment  of  Colquhoun  can  afford 
no  foundation  for  setting  aside  the  election  of  the 
appellant,  as  it  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been 
done  with  a  view  to  disable  him  from  voting ;  for 
it  is  certain  that  the  appellant  had  a  decided  ma« 
jorily,  having  nine  to  seven,  (including  Colquhoun's 
vote,)  and  although  the  respondents  had  carried  off 
Porterfield,  as  the  Judges  have  found,  yet  even 
then  the  appellants  would  have  had  a  majority  of 
eight  to  seven,  so  that  they  were  under  no  necessity 
of  preventing  Colquhoun  from  voting. 

3.  Supposing  the  imprisonment  of  Colquhoun 
to  have  been  unjust,  yet  as  none  of  the  appellants 
(the  provost  excepted)  had  any  share  in  it,  it  can- 
not annul  the  election  of  the  other  appellants,  other- 
wise it  would  be  iir  the  power  of  any  faction  in  a 
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lyaO"      towiiy  when  they  cannot  themselves  succeed,  at 
01IOLLBTT    least  to  avoid  the  election  of  their  opponents. 
BUNTsiN.        Pleaded  for  the  Bespaudents : — 1.   Such  acts 
concerning  public  poUty,  as  these  now  founded  on, 
cannot  fall  into  desuetude,  as  has  been  always  ad- 
judged by  the  Court  of  Session. 

The  acts  in  question  are  not  gone  into  disuse, 
but  are  in  strict  observance  in  aU  the  considerable 
burghs  in  Scotland,  though  encroachments  upon 
the  laws  have  been  made  in  some  small  burghs,  by 
the  too  great  power  and  influence  of  neighbouring 
proprietors.  Nor  *  can  the  error  or  abuse  commit- 
ted in  a  few  particular  towns  abrogate  the  general 
law  of  the  nation,  while  no  such  practice  is  univer- 
sal, but  the  statutes  are  observed  in  most  of  the 
burghs,  and  when  the  judges  {mve  decreed  con- 
form to  the  laws  in  every  case  where  judgment  has 
been  pronounced  on  the  point 

S.  The  using  of  violence  and  carrying  off  any 
one  councillor  is  sufficient  to  void  the  whole  elec- 
tion ;  and  the  judges  have  justly  so  decreed  in 
every  case.  It  cannot  be  known  how  the  votes 
would  have  gone,  had  Colquhoun  been  present. 
His  reasoning  and  influence  might  have  persuaded 
others  to  support  him  in  obedience  to  so  express 
laws;  persons  undetermined  might  have. followed 
the  majority,  nor  can  it  be  known  how  many 
were  intimidated  by  his  imprisonment,  which,  it 
appears  from  the  whole  circumstances,  could  be 
for  no  other  reason  but  to  disable  him  from  voting. 
3.  The  provost  and  other  appellants  were  all 
one  party,  acting  upon  the  same  interest  towards 
the  same  end,  and  the  objection  of  violence  being 
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not  a  personal  objection  only,  but  a  real  objection       itso> 
against  the  whole  proceeding,  must  void  the  elec-    •mollii't 
tion,  since  if  the  violence  had  not  been  done,  it    mimtbim. 
cannot  possibly  appear  how  the  election  would 
have  gone. 

At  aU  events,  the  two  individuals  upon  whose 
&lse  information  the  warrant  of  commitment  was 
obtained,  were  directly  guilty,  and  if  they,  with 
the  provost,  are  set  aside,  the  majority  is  in  favoiir 
of  the  respondents. 

After  hearing  counsel,  *^  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Jadgment 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  said  several  interlocutors  *^®^'*^'^'^^^' 
**  complained  of  be  and  are  hereby  reversed ;  and  . 

it  is  hereby  further  adjudged  and  declared,  that 
"  the  election  of  the  said  provost  Greorge  Smol- 
"  let!;,  and  the  other  appellants  be,  and  the  same  is 
*'  hereby  confirmed  and  established." 

For  Appellants,  Dun.  Forbes^  C.  Talbot,  and 

Will.  Hamilton. 
For  Respondents,  P.  Yorie,  and  JBo.  Dundas. 
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DOUGLAS 

V, 

•TRATHKAVBB* 


Archibald,  Duke  of  Douglas,  Appellant ; 
William,  Lord  Strathnaver,  Respondent. 

i 

25th  February,  1730- 

Tailzie.— RbpabatioK.-— An  heir  of  entail  having  made  up 
titles  in  fee-simple  to  the  entailed  estate^  and  burdened  it 
with  debts^  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  entail^  which 
had  not  been  recorded^-Jiis  representatives  were  found  liable^ 
at  the  instance  of  the  next  substitute,  for  reparaticm  and 
damages^  to  the  effect  of  disburdening  the  estate  of  those 
debts. 

Co8TS^-L.50^  given  to  Respondent. 


[Fol.  Diet.  n.  p.  4Sf.'    Rem.  Dec.  I.  No.  104,  p.  198.    Mor. 
Diet.  p.  15373.] 


No.  8.    Jean,  Countess  of  Sutherland,  executed  a  disposi- 
Fcb.  4, 1729.  i^Qjj  j^ij^  entail  of  her  lands  of  Rosebank  in  favour 

of  Archibald  Earl  of  Forfar,  her  eldest  son,  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  whom  failing  to  Wil- 
liam Ix)rd  Strathnaver  (her  grandson  by  a  second 
marriage)  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  whom 
failing  to  certain  other  substitutes.  By  this  deed, 
the  granter  obliged  *<  herself,  her  heirs  and  sue- 
^^  cessors,  under  the  conditions  therein  expressed, 
"  to  infeft  the  said  Archibald  Earl. of  Forfar,  and 
•  "  the  other  heirs  of  provision,"  and  to  grant  pro- 
curatories  and  other  writings  necessary  for  that  ef- 
fect   It  is  expressly  provided  and  declared,  ".  that 
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••  it  should  not  be  in  the  power  of  the  said  Earl       nse. 
**  of  Forfar,  or  of  the  heirs  of  provision  before    douglas 
<<  mentioned,  to  contract  debts  upon  the  foresaid  strathnavie. 
*^  lands,  or  to  affect  the  same  with  any  sum  ex* 
•*  ceeding  two  years  rent  for  the  time  :*'   And  fur- 
ther, <<  diat  it  should  notbe  in  the  power  of  the 
said  Earl  •  of  Forfar  and  his  heirs  of  provision, 
to  give  away,  dilapidate,  sell,  or  wadset  the  said 
lands,  or  to  allocate  or  bestow  them  in  fee  or 
jointure  to  their  ladies;''  and  in  the  event  of 
dieir  contravening,  ''  then  and  in  that  case  these 
**  presents  shall  be  void  and  null,  in  so  &r  as  con-- 
*'  ceived  in  favour  of  the  person  so  acting,  and 
'*  the  next  heir  of  provision  above  mentioned  shall 
*^  thereby  succeed  in  lus  right  and  place/' 

The  deed  contained  a  clause  dispensing  with 
delivery,  but  it  was  not  reonrded  in  the  register  of 
entails,  and.  was  found  in  the  repositories  of  the 
Countess  at  her  death  in  1714. 

Archibald,  Earl  of  Forfar,  the  institute,  prede* 
ceased  his  mother,  and  upon  her  death,  Archibald, 
his  son,  (Earl  of  For£u*,)  passing  by  the  above 
entail,  made  up  tities  to  the  estate  by  a  service  as 
heir  of  line  to  her»  Having  affected  the  estate 
with  debts  to  a  large  amount  conti'acted  by  him- 
self or  his  father,  he  died  in  1715,  whereupon  his 
other  famUy  estates  devolved  upon  the  Duke  of 
Douglas  in  terms  of  the  investitures. 

Lord  Strathnaver,  having  then  served  himsdf 
heir  of  provision  to  the  first  Earl  of  Forfar  in  the 
lands  of  Rosebank,  brought  an  action  against  the 
Duke  of  Douglas,  as  representing  the  Earl  of  For- 
far, concluding  that  he  should  be  ordained  to.  disr- 

D 
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1730.      incumber  the  estate  of  the  debt  with  which  it  had 


STRATRIfArEB. 


DOUGLAS    been  charged  m  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  entail. 

He  argued  that  the  Countess  of  Sutherland,  foe^ 
ing  absolute  proprietor  of  the  lands,  had  power  to 
settle  them  under  whatever  conditions  she  thought 
proper ;  and  that  having  by  her  settlement  bound 
and  obliged  herself  and  her  heirs  to  resign  the 
lands,  for  new  infdfanent  in  terms  and  under  the 
conditions  therec^,  and  prohibited  the  persons  in 
whose  favour  tiiey  were  conveyed,  from  charging 
them  with  debt  under  the  pain  of  forfeiture,  there 
was  a  good  claim  competent  to  the  next  substitute 
to  whom  the  succession  had  opened,  against  the 
representative  of  her  heir  who  had  neglected  so  to 
resign  the  estate,  and  by  whom  debts  had  been  laid 
upon  it,  contrary  to  the  prohibition  of  the  entail. 

It  was  answered,  that  the  entail,  not  having  been 
recorded  in  terms  of  the  act  1685,  was  not  obli- 
gatory, and  besides  that  the  Earl  of  For&r  was  the 
heir  at  law  of  the  Countess,  and  therefore  at  Hberty 
to  make  up  his  title  to  the  lands  in  that  character^ 
there  being  no  clause  in  the  deed  by  which  (as  is 
usual  and  necessary  in  such  caaes)  the  heirs  of  ^i* 
tail  are  prohibited  from  claiming  under  any  other 
title- 

l%e  Court  found  <<  that  the  heirs  of  tailzie  in 
>«  tjie  Countess  of  Sutherland's  disposition,  could 
**  not  alter  the  order  <^  succession  therein  ex- 
pressed, and  that  the  last  Earl  .of  Forfar,  who 
was  infeft  as  the  Countess's  heir  of  lin^^  was 
obliged  to  have  resigned  in  the  terms  of  the  pro* 
^  curatory  contained  in  the  tailzie,  and  that  the 
*'  appeUant  who  was  heir  of  provision  to  the  said 
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"  Eari  of  For&atf  was  bound*  and  obliged  to  dis*      '^^* 

"  burden  the  said  Countess  her  tailzied  estate,    bouolas 

**  and  to  relieve  her  heirs  of  tailzie  of  the  debts  of  fTRATHNATss. 

<<  tfa^  family  of  ForSut ;  and  repelled  the  whole 

^  other  defences  and  decerned.''    This  judgm^t 

was  adhered  to ;  and  some  other  proceedings  eo^ 

sued  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  detail. 

*    The  appeal  was  brought  from  several  interiocu^  Entered  Fel|. 

tors  of  the  2d  and  24th  February,  and  the  9th  and  ^  ^^' 

25th  July,  1728. 

Pleaded  far  ike  AppeOoMi  /--^l.  By  the  act  1685, 
it  is  provided  that  such  entails  only  shall  be  bind- 
ing as  are  recorded  agreeably  to  the  directions  of 
the  act;  which  not  having  been  done  here,  the 
entail  can  only  be  regarded  as  a  destination  which 
was  alterable  at  pleasure  by  any  of  the  heirs. 

The  mere  noifiinatiott  of  heirs  without  prohi« 
bitory  datises,  is  not  effectual  against  the  heil*,  and 
as  the  prohibitory  clauses  have  no  force  or  effect 
unless  recorded,  it  follows  that  in  the  present  case, 
the  prohibitory  clauses  not  having  been  recorded, 
the  destinaticm  to  the  particular  Une  of  heirs  can 
have  no  effect  to  debar  any  of  the  substitutes  from 
altering  it. 

2.  But  supponng  that  the  entail  had  been  re- 
corded, it  could  only  have  been  obligatoiy  upon 
the  Earl  of  Forfar  in  case  he  had  chosen  to  possess 
the  estate  by  that  title ;  but  as  he  had  another 
title^  as  heir  to  his  grandmother,  he  was  at  liberty 
to  claim  upon  it,  and  thereby  create  in  himself  an 
absolute  fee,  especially  as  there  was  no  clause  in 
the  entail  restraining  lidm  from  doing  so. 

For  the  deed  was  an  actual  conveyance  of  the 
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^^0-^      estate,  and  not  merely  an  obligation  to  cotivey  'j 


DOUGLAS  the  obligation  to  grant  procuratories,  &c.  was  on« 
sTn.ytTHNAVEB.  ly  acccssaTy  to  the  conveyance,  and  the  convey- 
ance not  having  been  accepted^  but  repudiated, 
the  accessary  obligation  necessarily  fell  to  the 
ground.  But  even  on  the  supposition  of  its  being 
still  binding,  it  was  ,in  £ivour  of  the  Earl  of  For&r» 
who  consequently  became  both  crecKtor  and  debtor 
in  respect  of  the  same  obligation,  and  since  he  did 
not  accept  of  the  credit^  no  subsequent  bar  could 
take  it  up  under  his  right  as  heir  to  him. 

.  3.  Wherever,  in  an  entaiU  eflfectual  care  is  taken 
in  terms  of  the  act,  that  no  deed  or  debt  of  the 
heir  in  possession  can  affect  the  estate,  the  entail 
must  subsist  and  be  obligatory  according  to  the 
intention  .of  the  maker.  But.  where  no  such  e&o- 
tual  provision  is  made,  but  on  the  contsary,  the 
deeds  and  debts  of  the  heir  are,  notwithstanding 
the  entail,  an  effectual  charge  upon  the  estate  if> 
sdf»  the  law  has  provided  no  remedy  to  make  good 
to  the  next  substitute  the  damage  that  he  may  ^u£> 
£^r  through  the  defect  and  lameness  of  the  setde* 
ment 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespandent: — 1.  Although  by 
the  act  1685,  it  was  declared  lawful  for  persons  to 
entail  their  estates  with  clauses^  prohibitory  and 
resolutive,  and  that  such  entails,  being  dulyxegis* 
tered,  should  be  effectual  against  creditors ;  yet  by 
that  law  the  power  which  every  person  previously 
hfui  of  limiting  and  restraining  his  heirs  ynth  regard 
to  one  another^  was  not  impaired.  The  .intention 
of  the  law  w^  oply  to  ascertain  Jbow  creditors 
might  with  safety- contract  with  ,a  person  having 
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an  entailed  estate,  for  which  end  it  was  declared       i^ao. 
that  they  were  not  to  be  afl^cted  by  the  conditions    ^ovolab 
of  the  entail,  unless  it  was  properly  recorded  j  but  stbatunavsb. 
in  questions  between  the  heirs»  entails,  alihot^h 
not  registered,  as  they  are  the  deeds  of  the  ances- 
tor, nHist  be  still  as  binding  upon  the  heir  as  they 
would  have  been  before  the  passing  of  the  act 

3.  The  Countess  of  Sutherland,  by  this  entail,  in 
express  wwds  obliged  her  heirs  to  resign  the  lands 
in  ^Y^ur  of  the  persons,  and  under  the  conditions 
mentioned,  in  the  deed ;  and  as  resignation  made 
in  terms  of  the  obligation  would  effectually  bar 
any  claim  as  heir  at  law,  there  was  no  occasion  to 
add  a  proviso  '*  that  the  heirs  should  not  possess 
**  by  any  other  title."  Their  doing  so  was  eflfec- 
tually  prdiibited  by  the  condition  whereby  they 
were  bound  to  resign  under  the  conditions  of  the 
entail.  The  Earl  of  Forfar  being  himself,  served 
heir  at  law  to  his  grandmother,  becam*e  thereby 
obliged  to  the  performance  of  all  obligations  en- 
tered into  by  her,  and  consequently  to.  resign  in 
terms  of  the  deed. 

Every  substitute  is  a  creditor  under  this  obliga- 
tion, as  well  as  the  institute,  whose  renunciation 
therefore  of  the  right  of  credit  competent  to  him- 
self^ can  have  no  effect  to  bar  the  claim  of  the 
other  heirs  of  entail. 

3.  The  Earl  of  Forfar's  estate,  to  which  the  ap- 
pellant has  succeeded,  must  clearly  be  liable  for 
the  present  claim ;  otherwise,  it  is  evident  that  both 
the  act  of  parliament,  and  entails  made  in  terms  of  it 
would  avail  nothing  j  for  the  heir  in  possession,  by 
merely  omitting  to  insert  in  the  subsequent  con- 


38  CA8£S  ON  APBEAL  FROM  flCOTIiAND. 

iTSo.       veyances  and  infefbnent8»  the  prohibitoty  and  re- 

O0UOLA8     solutive  clauses,  would  be  at  perfect  liberty  to 

•TAATBNAvcB.  chaige  thc  estate  with  debts  to  the  iidl  value  of  it» 

and  to  apply  the  money  hi  what  manner  he  mi^t 
think  fit 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  is  ordered  and  ad*- 
judged,  &c.  *<  that  the  appeal  be  dismi£»ed«  and 
f^  the  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be  af- 
*^  firmed }  and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  appel- 
<^  lant  do  pay  to  the .  i^espondent  the  sum  of  L^O 
*'  for  his  costs  in  respect  of  the  said  appeal/^ 

For  Appellant,  <P.  Yarie,  Dun.  Forbes^  and 

Rcb*  Dundas. 
For  Respondent,  C  Talbot^  and  Will.  Hamil- 

ion. 
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r  Appellants; 


MAOISTEATBB 
OF  PERTH 
V.     * 
THS 
PRB0BTTI»V. 


The  Magistrates  and  Town  Coun- 
cil <^  Pbrth,        ... 

Messrs.  Thomas  Black,  William 
Stewa&t,  and  William  Wilson, 
MinisteTS  of  Perth  $  Georoe 
Fauhnet  and  George  Robert- 
son, Hosptai  Masters  of  Perth ; .  ji^j^^nnnA^/ 
Mr.  Robert  Lton,  Moderator  (  •p*>»«^w»- 
of  the  Presbytery  of  Perth,  for 
himself  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Ptesbytery ,  as  overseers  <^  the 
said  Hospital,        -        -        - 

6th  March,  I7SO. 

TiTLB  TO  Pn]i8UB.^A  presbyteiy  may  pursue  in  the  name  of 
a  kirk-session  within  their  bounds^  upon  a  grant  made  to  that 
kirk-sesaion  ftr  diaritable  naes. 

-  • 

PassoupriON— *AoT  1617>  c  Ig.^Possessioo  during  faty 
years  without  a  title  not  suflScient,  in  order  to  plead  the  ne- 
gative prescription. 


[ToL  Diet.  ii.  p.  98:    Mor.  Diet.  p.  10723.] 


James  VI.  made  a  grant  to  « the  poor  of  Perth**  of     No.  9. 
aU  lands,  tenements,  &c.  which  had  belonged  to      ^*^•• 
the  religious  houses  within  that  burgh,  and  by  the 
charter  ihe  rents  and  yearly  income  of  the  same 
are  appointed  to  be  received  by  a  collectori  oc  hos- 
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MAGISTRATES 
OF  PERTH 


THE 
rRESBYTERY. 


1587. 


pital  master  or  masters,  (to  be  ammally  chosen  by 
the  kirk  session  of  the  burgh,)  who  are  to  apply  the* 
l'^  same  to  the  pious  uses  mentioned  in  the  charter, 
and  to  be  accountable  for  intromissions  to  the  su* 
perintendent,  the  said  minister  and  elders,  or  to  the 
exchequer  if  required.  Infefbnent  followed  upon 
1592.  this  grant,  and  it  was  subsequently  ratified  by  two 
acts  of  Parliament. 

After  the  lapse  of  some  time,  the  purposes  of  the 
grant  were  neglected,  and  during  upwards  of  forty 
years  two  of  the  subjects  contained  in  it,  (called 
Friars  Land  and  Charter  House,  J  had  been  pos- 
sessed by  the  Magistrates  and  Town  Council  of 
Perth,  and  the  income  arising  from  them  apjdied 
exclusively  to  the  use  of  the  burgh.  Under  these 
circumstances,  an  action  of  reduction,  improbation, 
declarator,  and  count  and  reckoning,  was  brought 
by  the  presbytery  of  Perth,  in  their  own  name, 
and  in  that  of  the  kirk-session  of  the  burgh, 
against  the  Magistrates  and  Town  Council,  the 
purpose  of  which  was  to  compel  production  of 
their  title  deeds,  if  they  had  any }  and  to  have 
the  same  reduced ;  to  have  it  declared,  that  the 
pursuers  had  the  only  undoubted  right  to  the 
lands}  and  to  make  the  magistrates  accountable 
for  the  rents  and  profits  unduly  received  by  theni. 
The  kirk-session  disclaimed  the  suit ;  upon  which 
it  was  pleaded  by  the  defenders  that  the  presb3rteiy 
had  no  right  to  insist  in  name  of  the  kirk-session, 
by  whom  alone  the  action  could  be  competently 
broi^ht.  The  Lord  Ordinary  reported  1h&  plea 
July  18, 1788.  to  the  wholc  Lords»  who,  of  this  date  found,  '*  Hiat 

*^  the  ministers  and  elders  of  Perth  cannot  disclaim 
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the  process,  and  sustained  process  at  the  presby-       ^^30. 
tery^s  instancCi.  in  order  to  exclude  any  interest  kagistkatss 


or  FXRXll 
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<<  the  ^  Magistrates  of  Perth  can  pretend  to  the  hos-  v. 
^*  pital  lands,  and  remitted  to  the  Ordinary  to  pro*  ^f 
'<  ceed  in  the  said  cause  accordingly/'  This  in- 
terlocutor was  reclaimed  against  by  the  minister  and 
elders,  and  their  petition  refused,  of  this  date,  by  an  July  23. 
interlocutor  finding,  ^*  That  the  presbytery  might 
carry  im  the  process  in  the  name  of  the  said 
ministers ;''  and  remitting  to  the  Lord  Ordinary 
to  hear  parties  upon  the  other  points  of  the  libel. 

It  was  next  objected  by  the  defenders,  that  the 
declarator  was  barred  by  their  possession  during 
more  than  forty  years,  the  jmrsuers'  right  to  the 
lands  being  lost  turn  utendo*    It  was  answered  by 
the  pitfsuers,  that  their  right  could  not  be  held 
to  be  prescribed,  in  a  question  with  the  Magis^ 
trates,.who  never  had  any  title  whatever  to  the 
lands.    The  Lord  Ordinary  ''  repelled  the  alle-     July  25. 
**  geacK^e  of  prescription  in  respect  of  the  answer, 
^  and  found  that  the  lands  and  others  libelled  do 
^<  pertain  and  belong  to  the  hospital  of  Perth  ;*' 
and  by  another  interlocutor  he  sustained  the  action    "^^7  ^^• 
of  mails  and  duties,  allowing  a  proof  of  the  posses- 
ion and  of  the  yearly  rents,  &c.  These  judgments 
were  brought  before  the  whole  Court  upon  a  peti-    Nov.  21, 
tion  and  answers^  and,  after  a  hearing  in  presence^    ^^^  ^' 
were  adhered  to. 

Thereafter  the  Magistrates  produced  as  their 
title,  a  charter  granted  to  the  town  by  Robert  IL 
4rf*  '^  Totum  et  integrum  burgum  de  Perth,  cum 
'^  omnibus  aliis  et  singulis  libertatibus,  asiamentis.et 
''  justis  p^nentiis  quibuscunqua .  jid^  dictum  .bur- 


OF  PBBTH 
V. 

THE 
BASflTTBKT 
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itso.      *<  gum  q[)ectantibu8>  tain  infira  bmgam  quam  extnu*^ 
MAoiBTftATEs  Aiul  It  wfts  fiiTtheT  maintaiiiedy  that  tbe  charter, 

&c  upon  \vfaich  the  pursuers  claimed^  were  voided 
by  the  act  of  Parliameut  (1592)^  whereby  all  grant* 
'  by  the  crown  of  lands  whidx  had  belonged  to  the 
religious  houses  were  revoked.  It.  was  answered^ 
^st.  That  the  lands  in  question  could  not  be  in* 
eluded  in  the  charter  by  Rob.  IL  produced*  seeing 
that  they  had  been  the  property  of  the  fiiars  long 
after  the  date  of  that  charter.  Secondly^  That  the 
ratification  by  Parliament  of  the  king's  grant  is  pos* 
tedor  to,  and  contains  an  express  exCTiptton  fiom 
the  act  of  revocation  passed  the  same  year.  The 
Feb.  6, 1789.  Lords  *^  adhered  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocu* 

^<  tor,  and  refused  the  desire  of  the  biU.'^ 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 

Feb. 84.        0fthe.l2th,«Sd,a»d«dth  July,  the  21st  Nov.  the 

94Ah  Dec.  17889  and  14th  Jan.  anddth  Feb.  1729- 

Pleaded^  Ae  Ajppdlanti ;— 1.  None  can  sue 

any  action  upon  a  real  ti^t,  but  such  as  are  vested 

with  the  property,  aad  by  the  grants  founded  on, 

the  ministers  and  elders  of  the  burgh  of  Perdi  are 

the  grantees  in  trust,  and  th^  have  disclaimed  this 

action. 

2.  Supposing  the  presbytery  to  bd  entitled  to 
pursue,  yet  the  action  is  now  barred  by  the  act 
I6I79  c  12,  the  burgh  of  Perth  having  been  in 
possession  of  the  subjects  for  upwards  of  forty  years 
without  intem^tion. 

3.  Siq^posing  the  action  to  be  still  competent, 
the  appdUants  have  produced  title-deeds  prior  to 
tiieir  possessioii. 

4.  At  all  events,  the  appellaats  are  esEonered  by 
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the  bonajide  nature  of  their  possession  firom  the  ^^^^ 
action  for  profits  for  forty  years  past 
:  Pleaded Jbr^Ae Bewpomdemta :—l.  The  trustees 
are,  by  the  tenour  of  the  grant,  made  accountable 
to  the  siqperintendent ;  and  by  act  of  Parliament 
fhe  bishop  and  ordinaries  have  the  control  of  pi* 
ous  donations  within  their  bounds.  All  (^ces  in 
the  church  of  Scotland  superior  to  that  of  a  pres- 
bytery being  abolished,  the  presbyteries  are  come 
in  place  of  the  bishops  and  superintendents. 

2.  Actions  prescribe  by  llie  act  I6I7,  only  where 
the  possession  for  forty  years  has  been  iqxm  a  char- 
ter and  seisin,  or,  in  the  case  of  an  heir,  upon  a 
continued  tract  of  seisins  flowing  upon  retours  or 
pieoepts  i£.ekure  ametoL 

3.  Tlie  appeUants  produce  no  title.  The  lands 
in  question  are  not  indoded  in  liie  charter  of  Rob. 
II.  founded  on,  because  at  its  date,  and  until  tiie 
Refiumation,  th^  faebnged  to  the  Charter-house 
in  Perth. 

4.  The  iq»peUants,  having  fMMsessed  without  any 
tide,  are  liable  £xr  all  bygone  rents  and  profits. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ^^  it  is  ordered  and  ad*  •rndgment 
*' judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed;  and  \t^^* 
^<  that  the  seveial  interlocutors  tiierein  complained 
'<  of  be»  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed.** 

« 

Forthe  AppeUant^,  Dun.  Forbes^  C  Tidbat,  Bo. 

Ihmdaa. 
For  the  Respondents,  P.  Yarke^  Ch.  Areakine^ 

Jo.  Graham. 
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EAKL   OF 
ikBBRDESN 

BAEL  OF         .    • 

MARCH  AND  WiLLiAM  Eael  of  Aberdeen,  Appellant; 

OTHEE8.  •*  * 

William  Eael  of  March;   Ali-"\ 

SON  Callendee,  Widow  j  James/  ^^^^^^^^kfUi. 
HALYBUETON^and  AndeewDun-  C 

NET.  .*---/ 


9th  April,  1730. 

Assignation  -^What  stcfficient  intimation. 


No.  10.  Sir  James  Hamilton  and  others  purchased  the 
forfeited  estate  of  Keir,  and  held  it  in  trust  for  be- 
hoof of  Jc^i)  Stirling,  the  son  of  the  attainted  per- 
son. These  trustees  appointed  Mr.  Hamilton  of 
Dachmount  to  the  general  charge  of  Ihe  property ; 
in  consequence  of  which^  he  carried  on  the  whole 
management,  and  kept  a  record  of  his  tranaacttons, 
which  was  patent  both  to  the  trustees  and  to  Mr. 
StirUng. 

Jn  17^1,  they  granted  a  bond  for  L.1000  ster- 
}ing  to  James  Lowis  of  Merchiestoun,  and  upon 
his  death,  John  Lowis,  his  executor,  having  called 
up  the  money,  it  was  advanced  by  the  appellant, 
who  thereupcm  received  an  assignation  to  the  hoad. 
Of  this  transaction  Mr.  Hamilton  was  made  aware, 
and  a  note  of  it  was  entered,  by  him  in  his  bode  of 
accounts. 

In  17^9  Lowis  fiuled,  upon  which  the  respond- 
ents, having  claims  against  him,  arrested  this  sum 
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of  L»1000  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  who  there-      i^^Oi 
after  raised  a  niultiplepoinding,  in  which  both  the 
appellant  and  the  respondents  were  called  as  de- 
fenders.    The  respondents  insisted  that  the  assign 


BARL  OF 
ABXJU>K£N 

P»     . 
BARL   or. 
_  _,  ^    .  ...  ^   .       MARCH  AND 

nation  was  of  no  effect,  suffiaent  intimation  of  it    othbrs. 

not  having  been  given  to  the  debtors*     It  was 

found  **  that  the  notification  made  to  Mr.  Hamil-  July  ii« 

'<  ton  and  entered  in  his  book,  is  not  equivalent  to  ^^^' 

**  an  intimation  to  the  debtors,  and  therefore  pre- 

^*  fer  the  arresters/*    This  judgment  was  adhered  July  526. 

to. 

An  offer  was  then  made  to  prove  other  circum« 
stances  tantamount  to  a  formal  intunatioq ;  and  the 
proof  being  allowed,  the  following  facts  were  esta- 
blished. It  appeared  that  the  appellant's  purpose 
of  purchasing  the  bond  had  been  signified  by^ 
Lowis's  ^agent  to  Mr.  Hamilton;  that  Mr.  Ha* 
milton  had  assented  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  y 
that  when  the  assignment  was  completed,  Mr.  Ha- 
milton was  in  like  manner  informed  by  Lowis's 
agent,  and  requested  to  pay  to  Mr.  Lowis  the  ar-^ 
rears  of  interest  up  to  the  date  of  the  assignment, 
which  he  did,  and  entered  the  payment  in  his  cash 
book,  with  a  memorandym^  that  tiie  debt  was  frpm 
thenceforward  conveyed  to  the  appellant ;  that  he 
afterwards  gave  notice  of  what  was  contained  in 
this  memorandum  to  Mr.  Stirling;  but  that  the 
assignation  was  not  shown  or  r^ad  to  Mr^  Stirling* : 

Upon  advising  these  depositions  .aqd  a  hearing 
in  :presence,  the  Lords  *^  found  the  qualifications, Jniy  5^,  1799. 
*^  of  jliie  notifications  made  to  Dachmount,  and; 
<<  marjked  in  his  book,  relevant  and  pipveii^  to  be; 

equivalent  to  an  intimation  to  the  debtors;  .a|i4^ 


u 
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ifso.      <<  dierefixre  prefiarred  the  Earl  of  Aberdeen^  the 


XASL  or     «  assignee.^ 


Anmn       rj^^  respondents  petitioned  against  this  interlo- 

.«A»L  or    eutor,  arguing,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  inti- 

oYBBAs.    mation  in  presence  of  a  notary  is  required  for  per* 

fecting  the  right  of  an  assignee,  and  that  private 

Juiy3o»i7S9.  noticc  is  never  equivalent  to  an  intimation;    The 

Lords,  by  the  itiarrowest  majority,  ^*  found  the  qua« 

^*  lifications  of  the  notificaticm  made  to  Mr.  Ha^ 

**milton,  and  marked  in  his  book,   and  other 

'^  qualifications  pleaded   upon   by   the  assignee, 

*^  were  not  equivalent  to  an  intimation  to  the 

Bntend        «<  debtors,  and  therefore  preferred  the  creditors  ar- 

Jamiary  14,         ^„^^^  n 

1780.  resters. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutor 
of  the  SOth  July,  1729,  and  prays  that  the  same 
^  may  be  reversed^  and  that  the  decree  of  the  2d 
**  of  the  said  July  may  be  affirmed.^ 

Pleaded  far  ike  Appellant: — ^There  is  no  law 
which  requires  the  assignment  of  a  bond  to  be  pub* 
Hshed  by  a  notorial  instrument  It  has  been  al- 
ways held  that  intimation  by  such  overt  acts,  as 
must  remove  all  suspicion  of  fraud  er  collusion,  is 
sufficient  to  complete  the  assignee's  right 

Pleaded  fn^  the  Respondents : — ^The  want  of  a 
notorial  intimation  cannot  be  supplied  by  the  pri« 
vate  knowledge  of  the  debtor,  far  less  of  the  debt- 
(Mr's  agent  [Sir  G.  Mackenzie,  Tit  Assignations. 
Stair,  B.  IIL  1 1.  §  7*]  The  cases  in  which  other 
acts  have  been  held  equivalent  to  such  aa  intima* 
tion  are  quite  different  from  the  present,  in  which 
tibe  appellant  pleads  no  more  than  a  private  notiee 
to^ani^ent 


CAfflES  ON  APFBAL  FROM  SCOTLAND*  47 

Afbet  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  i^^o. 
*<  judged,  that  the  said  sentence  or  decree  of  thedOth 
<<  July,  17299  be  and  is  herdi>y  reversed,  and  that 
"  the  said  decree  of  the  2d  of  the  same  month  be,  J^JJ^i^jq 
V  and  is  hereby  revived  and  affirmed ;  and  it  is 
«<  hereby  further  ordered,  that  the  LlOOO  secured 
<«  by  the  bond  in  the  appeal  mentioned,  and  interest 
<<  for  the  same  fr<»n  Martinmas  17S5,  be  paid  to 
« the  appeUant*^ 

For  the  Appellant,  C.  Talbot^  and  Bo.  DundM. 
For  the  Respondents,  P.  Yerie^  D^  Forbes^ 
C.  ^Are^kme. 


James  Gordon  of  Craigland,  Appellant ; 
.  Patrick  Crauford,   the  ^^^^^^X BenMmdetOs 


and  Patrick  CiiAUFoaD,  the  Son, 


9»ik  AprU,  1790. 

mifiTD.— Fraud  and  dnnnnyentwn  mferred  firom  the  distressed 
state  of  the  granter  of  a  disposition^  the  deceitfol  terms  of  the 
writings,  and  the  great  inequality  of  the  bargain. 


Patrick  Crauford  was>  in  virtue  of  certain  de*  Na  11. 
creets  of  acyudication,  in  possession  of  the  estate  of 
Craigland,  (worth  L.2S0  per  annum,)  the  property 
of  James  Gordon  (Appellant)  who  was  in  very  dis- 
tresaed  circuiiistaiices,  and  had  been  for  aeveeai 
yean  a  prisoner  for  debt    Taking  advanli^  of 
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i73o>      his  necessitous  situation^  Crauford  obtained  firoip 
^GORDON     him,  in  consideration  of  some  temporary  reUef^  a 

c»Au^FORD  disposition  to  the  estate  on  very  disadvantageous 
May  13, 1734.  terms.  The  disposition  recited,  "  that  the  same 
"  was  granted  for  certain  sums  of  money  now  and 
**  of  before  advanced,  and  for  certain  other  onerous 
^<  causes  and  weighty  considerations  equivalent  to 
"  the  true  worth  and  value  of  the  premises/'  At 
the  same  time  no  more  (it  was  admitted)  than 
L.120  had  been  paid,  and  for  this  Gordon's  bond 
was  taken. 

,  A  back  bond  was  granted  by  Crauford  narrating 
the  disposition,  and  declaring  that  in  consideration 
thereof,  he  should  pay  to  Gordon  an  annuity  of 
L^O  per  annum  for  three  years ;  and  that  so  soon 
as  he  had  discharged  all  the  incumbrances  on  the 
estate,  but  npt  sooner,  a  liferent  alimentary  pro- 
vision, to  be  settled  by  arbiters^  should  be  paid  to 
Gordon.  The  benefit  of  all  eases,  or  deductions  to 
be  obtained  from,  qreditors,  was  to  belong  to  Crau- 
ford, and  not  to  Gordon.  By  a  subsequent  letter, 
Crauford  promised  to  allow  at  the  rate  of  sixteen 
years  purchase  for  the  lands,  from  which  were  to 
be  deducted  the  debts,  and  all  charges  incident  to 
the  sale  and  mahagem^t  of  the  property  and  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts.  The  current  value  of 
such  estates  at  that  period  was  alleged  to  be  thirty 

. '  <  .  ,      years  purchase  of  the  free  rental. 

Gordon  having,  by  the  assistance  of  other  friends, 
been  released  from  prison,  brought  an  action  of  re^ 
Auction  against  Crauford  and  his  son,  (the  estate 
having  been  conveyed  to  him  by  his  father)  for  set* 
ting  aside  the, above  disposition,  on  the  ground  of 


V. 
CBAUFORD. 
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.fraud  and  circumvention^  faerepa3dng  with  interest  irao. 
what  money  he  had  actually  received  in  consider-  gohdon 
atiqn  thereofi  In  support  of  this  action,  he  argued 
on  the  several  circumstances  inferring  fraud,  ob- 
^viouidy  arising  from  his  situation  at  the  time  of  the 
.ttansaction,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  seciuities 
.themselves  pretended  to  .be  given  to  him  in  con- 
^ideration;of  an. absolute  conveyance  of  his  estate. 
.  "  The  Lord  Ordinary  "having  considered  the  for-  November  e, 
:^*  iner  procedure,  with  the  condescendence. of: the  ^'^^' 
reasons  of  reduction  given  in .  for  the  pursuer, 
and  the  defender's. answer  thereto,  together  with 
the  declaration  emitted  by  Mr.  .Hamilton  of 
"rOUvestob,  with  consent  .of  both  parties,  with  the 
"two  missive  letters  relative  thereto,  and  back 
"  bond  gianted  by  Mr.  Craiiford  to.  Mr.  Gordon, 
"  and  other  writs  in  process,  .finds  that  there  is  m> 
."^  sufficient  evidoice  adduced,  that  Mr.  Crauford, 
«<  by  any  unwarrantable  means  induced  Mr.  6or- 
"d(m  to  dispone  to  him  the  jestate  of  Craigland, 
^^  but  that  the  same  came  voluntarily,  on  Mr.  Gor- 
"donVpart;  and  therefore  finds  that  the  said  dis- 
«  position  ought  to  subsist,  and  repels  the  reasons 
"  of  reduction  thereof  libelled  and  contained  in  the  ^ 

f^memcvial  of  condescendence  given  in  fortheap- 
"pellant,.  and  assoilzies;  .but  finds  that  Mr.  Crau- 
"  ford  is  bound  to  communicate  to  Mr.  Gordcm  the 
"  benefit  of  any  eases  or  compositions  he  has  made 

V  or  shall  .make  with  tjie.creditorsof  Craigland^  and 
"  declares  that  he  wiD  hear  parties'  procurators 

V  farther,  in. rdation.to.the  particulars  perfbrmable 
"  by  Mr.  Crauford  in  the  execution  of  his  parts 
**  of  the  agreement ;  and  that  for  rectifying  any 


.t 
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1730. 


GORDON 

V. 

CRAUrOU). 

January  14, 
1730. 


Entered 
January  fS, 
1730. 


Judgment 
1730. 


\ 


^<  grounds  of  complaint  that  may  have  been  in- 
<<  cident  in  the  execution  thereof^  and  for  making 
<<  the  said  execution  more  ready  and  effectual.'' 

Upon  a  petition  to  the  Inner  House,  the  follow- 
ing interlocutor  was  pronounced:  **  find  that 
*^  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  adduced,  that  Mr. 
<<  Crauford  by  any  unwarrantable  means  induced 
*<  Mr.  Gordon  to  dispone  to  him  the  estate  of  Craig- 
<<  land ;  but  that  the  same  came  voluntarily  on  Mr. 
«  Gordon's  part ;  find  that  the  said  disposition 
<«  ou^t  to  subsist ;  and  repel  the  reasons  of  re- 
^  duction  libelled  and  proponed  there  against*'* 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  two  interlo- 
cutors of  the  6th  November,  17^9  and  the  14di 
January,  17^* 

The  argument  resolved  into  discussioa  upon  the 
special  facts  of  the  case. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ^*  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
'^  judged  that  the  said  interlocutors  complained  of 
^*  be  and  are  hereby  reversed ;  and  the  deed  of 

disposition  in  question  be  reduced;  and  it  is 

hereby  further  ordered,  that  the  lands  contained 
*'  in  the  said  disposition  do  stand  chaiged  to  die 
'^  respondent,  Patrick  Crauford,  the  father,  for  the 
<<  money  by  him  paid  for  the  said  estate,  or  fat  dis- 
<<  encumbering  the  same,  together  with  interest  for 
<<  such  money.'* 


€€ 


<( 


For  AppeUant,  P.  Vorike,  Dm.  Forbeg»  Ro. 

Dundat, 
For  Respondents,  C  Talbat,  C.  Aredtme^  WUl. 

JEImUUoh. 
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list 


John  Carre  of  Cavers,  Esq.—AppeOant. 
John  Haldane  of  Lanark,  Esq. — Respondent 

15th  March,  1731. 

WRIT.— Act  1681,  c.  5.  What  an  inBttfficient  designation  of  a 
witness  to  a  bond. 


CARRE 

V. 

HALDANE. 


[Bruce,  p.  1.     Mor.  Diet.  p.  16924.3 


Jajicbs  Law  executed  a  bond  for  L.500  Scots  in   No.  12. 
favour  of  John  Carre,  the  appellant.    After  Law's       ^^^^' 
death,  Carre  obtamed  a  decree  of  adjudication  up- 
on the  bond  against  certain  lands,  in  which  he  had 
been  infeft,  and  upon  this  adjudication  raised  an 
action  of  mails  and  duties  against  the  tenants. 

Posterior  to  the  adjudication,  James  Law  (son 
and  heir  to  the  granter  of  the  bond)  sold  and  dis- 
poned the  lands  in  question  in  &vour  of  John  Hal- 
dane, the  respondent,  who  thereupon  brought  an 
action  of  mails  and  duties  against  the  tenants,  and 
likewise  a  reduction  against  the  appellant,  con- 
cluding to  have  his  bond  and  the  adjudication  fol- 
lowing on  it  set  aside,  on  the  ground  (among  othec 
reasons)  that  the  subscribing  witnesses  were  not 
designed  in  terms  of  the  act  1681,  c.  5«  .The  de- 
signation was  as  follows :  <^  Before  these  witnesses, 
'*  Gilbert  EUet,  inserter  of  the  sum,  and  Archibald 
"  Nilson,  serviter  to  the  laird  of  Cavers,** 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  by  ii^terlocutor  of  this  date,  Noyember  lo, 
reduced  the  bond  and  adjudication,  and  ordered  ^^^^ 
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1731. 

CARRE 

V* 

HALPANB. 

Entered 
January  98, 
1730. 


Jodgment 
Marai  15, 
1731. 


the  tenants  to  pay  the  rents,  &c.  to  the  respondent. 
This  judgment  was  three  times  brought  under  re- 
view of  the  whole  Court,  and  as  often  adhered  to«  . 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
«<  of  the  10th  and  23d  November,  and  7th  and  l6th 
«  December,  1714/' 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — It  being  offered  to 
be  proved  that  both  witnesses  were  servants  of  the 
laird  of  Cavers,  the  aingledesignation  of  "  servitor'* 
is  evidently  applicable  to  both.  •  It  is  obvious  that 
the  writer  of  the  deed  so  intended  it,  and  at  alt 
events  the  error,  which  consists  only  of  the  omis- 
sion of  the  letter  s  at  the  end  of  the  word  **  ser-' 
vitor,"  can  amount  to  xlo  more  than  viHum  scrip- 
kms. 

The  bond  having  been  granted  for  a  valuable 
con^deration,  viz.  money  actually  lent,  and  the 
question  being  with  a  purchaser  who  acquired  the 
lands  under  burden  of  this  debt^  the  act  ought  to 
be  construed  as  fitvourably  as  possible.  The  only 
object.of  the  act  was  tx>  prevent  frauds  in  the  exe- 
cution  of  deeds,  and  there  is  here  not  the  least  su»> 
^icion  or  allegation  of  any  fraud. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — ^The  witnesses  are 
not  designed  in  terms  of  the  statute.  Its  words 
are  imperative,  and  expressly  exclude  all  proof  to 
supply  a  defective  designation. 

After .  hearing  counsel,  ^^  it  is  ordered  and .  ad* 
<<  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and' 
*<  that  the  said  interlocutoiy  sentence  or  decree 
**  made  by  the  said  Lord  Ordinary,  and  the  several 
^<  interlocutors  of  the  said  Lords  of  Session  in  af- 
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findaiice '  thereof  be«  and  the  same  are  herebv     ^^^i- 


affirmed/'  bokthwick 

aORTHWICK. 

Fc^  Appdlantr  C.  Ttdbtasnd  J.  Grahame. 
F<M"  Respondent,  Htfii.  Forbes  and  WM.  Ha- 
mUtan. 


LiLiAS  BoBTHwicK,  AppeUoiU ; 

John  Borthwick  of  Cruikston,  Esq.  Sespandent. 

19th  March,  1731. 

TAiLziB.— Act  1685^  c  22.  An  entail^  oontainixig  prohibitory 
and  initant  dames  de  turn  contrahendo  debitum,  having  been 

•  executed  before  the  date  of  the  act  1685^  but  not  followed  by 
iafeftment  until  after  it,  and  not  recorded  in  terms  of  that 
act>— found  not  to  debar  the  heir  firom  granting  bonds  of  pro- 
vision to  his  younger  children. 


[FoL  Diet.  II.  p.  434.     Mor.  Diet  p.  1555&3 


BV  an  i^tail  of  the  lands  of  Overshids,  bearing  date  JSTo.  IS. 
the  SSd  May,  1685,  the  heirs  are  prohibited  mider 
irritant  and  resolutive  dauses,  **  to  contract  any 
debtS)  or  yet  to  do  any  deed  whereby  the  same 
may  be  apprised  or  evicted  or  adjudged  from 
^^  them/^  There  is  no  mention  in  the  deed  of  any 
power  of  making  provisions  for  wives  or  children. 
.The  deed  which  contained  a  clause  dispensing  with 
delivery,  remained  m  the  granter's  custody  until 
-his  death  in  1687*  It  was  registered  in  the  books 
of  council  and  session  on  the  7^  January  in  that 
.year,  but  was  not  recorded  in  the  Register  of 
-Tailzies.  • 
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^731.  John  Borthwick  ^the  appeOanf  s  £tther)  having 

BORTHwicK  succeeded  as  heir  under  this  entail,  granted  a  bond 
BORTHWICK.  of  provision,  whereby  he  bound  himself,  his  heirs 
of  entail  and  successors  in  the  said  estate,  to  pay 
7000  merks  to  his  daughter  Lilias.    He  was  suc- 
ceeded by  the  respondent 

The  appellant  brought  an  action  to  have  it  found 
that  she  was  entitled  to  the  above  portion,  and  that 
it  was  a  burden  on  the  estate  of  Ov^rshiels.  She 
'  pleaded,  that  by  the  general  prohibition  upon  the 
heirs  of  entail  to  contract  debt,  they  are  not  re- 
strained from  giving  reasonable  provisions  to  their 
children^;  that  this  was  no  entail  before  the  act  of 
Parliament  1685,  because  not  completed  by  infeft- 
ment  before  that  period,  and  therefore,  was  un- 
doubtedly  liable  to  the  regulations  of  that  act,  and 
could  not  be  allowed  unless  recorded  in  terms  of 
it ;  that  supposing  it  had  really  been  an  entail  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  act,  yet  until  it  was  recorded^ 
the  prohibitory  and  irritant  dauses  thereof  could 
not  be  effectual. 

It  was  answered^  that  the  provisions  and  prohi- 
bitions of  the  entail  must  be  eflfectual  against  the 
appellant,  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  the  gianta: 
of  the  bond  of  provision  and  his  heirs*  of  entail,  be- 
cause although  die  entail  was  not  recorded  in  terms 
of  the  act  1685,  yet  being  four  days  prior  in  date 
to  that  act,  it  did  not  fall  within  its  effect 
The  case  being  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
February  11,  the  Court  found  ^  that  tiie  deed  of  entail  is  to 
1730.  «  y^  considered  as  made  before  the  act  of  Flarlift- 

^'  ment  1685,  and  that  the  said  deed  of  entail  dis- 
''  ables  the  heir  of  entail  from  contracting  debts^ 
''  and  granting  bonds  of  provision  to  their  diild- 
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•*  ren  ;*'  and  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  pro-       ^^^^' 
ceed  accordingly,  who  assoilzied  the  defender^  and  bobthwick 
decerned*  bo&thwics. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors  Entered 
of&ellth«id«l«tFebru«y,17«).  M^f*. 

Pleaded  Jor  the  Appellant :^f-»l.  As  there  is  a 
natural  obligation  on  parents  to  make  provision  for 
their  children,  a  reasonable  provision  made  in  exe- 
cution of  that  obligation,  cannot  pn^ily  be  called 
contracting  debt,  and  consequently  does  not  fall 
under  the  prohibition,  which  is  intended  only  to 
hinder  incurring  debt  unnecessarily ;  and  this  the 
rather  that  when  it  is  intended  to  limit  heirs  c£ 
entail,  in  respect  to  their  power  of  providing  wi^es 
or  children,  particular  clauses  are  usually  inserted, 
disabfiog  them  to  give  larger  provisions  than  are  in 
the  deed  of  entail  specified.  There  being  no  such 
elause  in  the  entail  in  question,  it  seems  a  neces- 
sary inference  that  the  grantor  intended  to  leave 
his  successors  at  liberty  in  thii  respect 

d.  The  entail  not  having  been  restored  in  terms 
a£  the  act  1685,  the  prohibitions  contained  in  it, 
whicfa  otherwise  might  affect  the  appellant,  must 
&U  to  the  ground.  For  even  admitting  that  this 
statute  does  not  affect  entails  that  were  perfected 
before  the  date  of  it,  yet  the  deed  in  question, 
though  rigned  four  days  before  the  date  of  the  sta- 
tute, was  not  perfected  by  in^fanent,  so  as  to  make 
the  conditions  of  it  conditions  of  the  fee  until  many 
years  afterwards ;  it  having  reqiainedin  the  granter^s 
hands  till  his  death,  subject  to  a  power  of  alteration, 
and  also  capi^le  of  bdng  made  eflfectual  by  regis- 
tration. It  cannot  therefore  be  said  that  this  deed 
constituted  an  entail  at  the  date  cfikt  act  of  par- 
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iT3r.  liament  j  and  if,  after  tfaatt;  statute,'  the  granter  had 
BonTuwicK  intended  to  carry  on. his  design  to  perfection,  he 
BOJiTH  wicx;  ought  to  have  registered  it 

Pleaded  for  the  BeBpondeant: — ^1.  Hie  prohibito- 
ry clauses  in  the  deed  are  general  against  all  debt 
and  deeds,  by  which  the  lands  entailed,  or  any  part ' 
thereof,  could  be  evicted,  and  consequently  com* 
prehettd  bonds  of  provision  to  children  f^  weQ  as 
other,  debts ;  and  however  it  might  be  a  duty  for 
the  appellant's  father  to  provide  for  her,  yet  that 
provision  ought  to  have  been  out  of  his  own  esstate 
only.  He  had  no  power  over'  the  eistatein : ques^ 
tipn  to  charge  it  with  debts;  and.the  res|)ondent 
does -not  clainit  under  him,  but  by  a  title  paramount* 
tohim. 

2.  The  entail  having  been  made  four  days  before 
the  date  of  the  statute,  (which  regulates  entails 
ih&rmfter  \x^h^  made,)  is  as  much  priori  thereto,  as 
if  it  had  been  made  any  number  of  days  or  years  be. 
fore,  that  act  having  no  retrospect.  If  an  act  were 
to  be  earned  back  one  day,  it  would  be  im|M)s^ble 
to  fix  the  period  of  its-  commencement  Beiddes, 
no  act  of  parliament  is  by  the  law  of  Sdodandto 
take  place  till  forty  days  after  its  date ;  and  it-can* 
not  be  doubted,  tlmt  entails  made  before  that  act 
were  good  and  effectual,  though  not  r^stered* 

Every  person  dealing  with  the  possessors  of  the 
estate,  had  suffici^it  notice  of  the  restrictions  un- 
der  which  they  lay.  The  entail  was  recorded  in  the 
books  of  Coundl  and  Session  in- 1687.  A  charter 
was  granted  of  the  lands  and  sasine  taken  upon  it» 
in  which  were  contained  verba&m  the  several  clauses 
against  contcacting  debts ;  which  sasine  wasvlike- 
wise  duly  registered. 


€€ 
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After  hearing  counsel,  "it  is  ordered  and  ad-      ^^si. 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  boethwick 
"  be  reversed;  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the  bortvwk^k. 
"  deed  of  entail  made  by  Mr.  John  Borthwick,  theJJ^^^j^* 
"  23d  May,  1785,  did  not  disable  the  heir  of  en-  nsi. 
"  tail  from  granting  the  bond  of  provision  in  the 
"  pleadings  mentioned  to  the  appellant ;  and  that 
"  she  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  sum  of  L.388, 17s. 
"  with  interest,  from  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday 
or  Martinmas,  after  the  death  of  her  father;  and 
it  is  hereby  ftuther  ordered  that  the  said  sum 
"with  the  interest  diereof,  be  paid  to  the  appel* 
"  lant  accordingly/' 

:  For  Appellant,  JDun.  Forbes,  and  C.  Talbot. 
:  For  Respcmdent,  P.  Yorke^  and  WiS.  Hamil- 
ton. 

Thia  revenal  b  not  noticed  in  llie  reports.  It  is  mentioned  by 
Erskdne,  (B*  III.  t.  S,  §  30.)  where  he  explains  the  doctrine  involved 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session.  As^  however^  that  judg* 
ment  proceeded  on  the  first  branch  of  the  argument  given  above^  the 
decision  of  die  Boose  of  Lords,  (if  it  is  lighdy  sappiMBd  tolhave  pro* 
ceeded  only  on  the  second  branch  of  the  aignment,)  would  i^^pear 
not  to  have  the  efBset  of  interfering  with  that  doctrine. 

In  the  printed  Ctues  reference  is  made  to  a  previous  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  in  a  question  arising  out  of  the  same  entafl ;  (Jean 
Cant,  relict  of  Borthtnck  of  Hartside  v.  Borthwiclc  of  Cnxdutone; 
December  87,  lt26.  Rem.  Dec  No.  90.  Mor.  Diet  p.  15554.)  in 
which,  being  a  daiin  by  a  widow  (mother  of  the  appellant)  for  a  life- 
rent  provision  made  to  her  by  her  husband,  the  heir  of  entail,  '^  the 
**  Lords  found  that  the  bond  of  annuity  is  comprehended  under  the 
"  prohibitive  clause  in  the  tailzie,  but  sustained  the  said  bond,  in  so 
**  far  as  the  same  can  be  supported  by  a  terce."  The  report  further 
beai«,tfaat  '' betwixt  these  parties  the  question  oc^oned— If  taibdea^ 

made  before  the  act  4685,  fall  to  be  vq^ulated  thereby,  so  as  to  be 

ine£Pectual  against  creditors,  if  not  registered."  "  The  Lords  sus- 
**  tained  the  tailzie,  though  not  recorded  conform  to  the  act  of  parli- 
'^  ament  1685,  in  respect  the  same  was  granted  befose^ihe  act"  This 
case  was  not  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords;  otherwise  upon  the 
principles  which  are  supposed  to  have  regulated  the  dedsion  in  the 
present  appeal,  the  latter  judgment  would  have  been  reversed. 


it 
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1731. 

CUTLAS,  •  . 

MAxwsLL.  Abchibald  Cutlar  of  OE0LAN]>St  JppeUont; 

Alex.  Maxweix  of  Nsulaw  et  nUh  Be^pondenU. 

80th  March,  1731. 

FBOOF-HPABsuaiFTioN-^CireiiiitttaiioeB  firam  which  it  was  hdd, 
that  the  payment  of  a  debt  had  been  made  by  a  cantkuierr 
and  not  by  the  prindpel  debtor. 


No.  14.  This  was  a  question  between  the  representatives 
of  a  principal  debtor  and  those  of  a  cautioner. 
1665*  Bonds  had  been  granted  by  the  cautioner  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt ;  and  on  the  other  hand^  the 
1669.  principal  debtor  executed  an  obligation^  bearing 
that  the  debt  for  which  these  bonds  had  been 
granted,  was  a  debt  due  by  him,  and  obliging  him- 
self to  pay  it  with  interest 

The  interest  was  uniformly  paid  by  the  principal 
debtor,  (unless  during  six  months)  down  to  the 
year  1&77,  at  which  date  the  principal  sum  was 
paid  to  tiie  creditor,  who  granted  a  receipt  and 
discharge  for  the  same  in  favour  of  the  cautioner. 

In  1710,  Cutlar,  the  heir  of  the  cautioner,  raised 
an  action  against  Maxwell  and  others,  (the  repre- 
sentatives of  tiie  principal  debtor,)  for  payment  of 
the  debt,  and  the  question  came  to  be,  by  whom 
was  the  debt  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  paid  ? 

Cutlar's  case  rested  simply  on  the  discharge  by 
the  creditor,  as  evidence  that  his  father  had  paid 
the  debt ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  defenders  found- 
ed on  a  variety  of  circumstances,  from  which  they 


CAS£S  ON  APPEAL  F&QM  SCOTLAND*      59 

argued  the  presumption  that  the  debt  had  been       ^y^'- 
paid  by  their  &ther,  the  principal  debtor.  cutula 

Among  other  things^  they  founded  upon  the  uaxwmi.%. 
fact,  that  the  principal  bond  for  the  debt  had  been 
found  cancelled  in  the  repositories  of  their  fitther* 
They  likewise  f<»mded  upon  the  length  of  time 
which  had  elapsed  without  any  claim  of  relief  be* 
ing  made,  both  from  the  date  of  the  alleged  pay- 
ment until  the  death  of  the  cautioner,  (ten  years,) 
and  also  from  that  event  until'  the  raising  of  the 
present  action  ;  further,  on  the  fact  of  the  princi- 
pal debtor  having  paid  the  interest 

The  Lords  found  <<  the  presumptions  pleaded  juiys.irsr. 
*^  for  the  children  of  Samuel  Maxwell  of  Newlaw, 
<<  not  sufficient  to  instruct  that  tiie  contents  of  the 
*^  bond  were  paid  by  the  effects  of  Newlaw,  except 
**  in  as  far  as  the  receipts  of  annual  rent  bear  ex- 
"  pressly  to  be  received  from  him.** 

This  interlocutor  was  adhered  to.  Upon  advising  Feb.  9,  irss. 
a  petition  and  answers,  however,  their  Lordships 
found  the  presumptions  pleaded  for  Newlaw^s 
children,  especially  the  fact  of  the  retired  bond  hav- 
ing been  found  in  his  repositories,  sufficient  to  in- 
struct that  the  contents  of  the  bond  had  been  paid 
by  the  effects  of  Newlaw.  *A  petition  against  this  Peb.  ^  1739. 
interlocutor  was  refused. 

The  2iffpeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  tiie  9tii  Feb.  1728,  and  the  4tii  Feb.  1729-         ^^'^'  "*^- 

Aftet  hearii^  counsel,  '*  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 
«•  jii4ged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  1731.     ' 
**  be  reversed;  and  that  the  interlocutory  sentence 
'*  of  the  Lords  of  Session,  pronounced  the  8th 
''  July  1727*  and  the  interloouters  of  the  same 
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i73L      «  Lords,  of  the  28th  November  and  29th  of  De^- 

cuTLAR     «  camber  following, .  adherioig  to  the  said  former 

<<  interlocutory  sentence,  be  revived  and  affirmed.^^ 


MAXWBLt. 


For  Appellants^  I>un.  Forhts  and  C  TalboL 
For  Respondents,  P.   Tarke  and  A.  Hume 
Campbell. 


Sir  William  Gordon,  Bart«  Appellant; 
LuDovicK  Gordon,    Merchant  ^^1  »g,j,-*,|Wu-|/r 
Elgin,-        -        .        -        -        / 

5th  April,  1731. 

PB0CB8S— 'BBS  JUDiCATA«^A  party  having  been  prosecoted  be- 
fore the  Court  of  Jostidiary^  on  a  criminal  charge,  concluding 
likewise  for  damages  and  expenses,  and  acquitted,— found  to 
be  sdll  subject  to.a  civil  action. 

OATH  OF  PARTY-^Found  to  be  discretionary  with  the  Court 
whether  or  not  to  grant  commission  for  taking  the  cath  of  a 
party  who  was  out  of  Scotland  at  the  time. 


No.  15.  Sir  William  Gordon  was  prosecuted  before  the 
Court  of  Justiciary  at  the  instance  of  Ludovick 
Gordon,  (with  concurrence  of  the  Lord  Advocate) 
on  a  charge  of  having  assaulted  and  violently  taken 
from  him,  two  bills  for  the  several  sums  of  L.68 
and  L.S5^  due  to  him  by  Sir  William,  and  certain 
other  small  articles.  The  libel  also  contained  a 
conclusion  for  the  private  interest  of  damages  and 
expenses,  to  which^  upon  going  to  trial,  the  indict- 
ment was  restricted*    Sir  William  was  acquitted. " 
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Thereafter  Ludovick  raised  an  action  against  ^^^- 
him  in  the  Court  of  Session,  for  restitution  of  the  ^^vdo^ 
above  property,  and  likewise  for  payment  of  L.100  oorpon. 
in  name  of  damages  and  expenses.  Sir  William 
having  appeared  by  counsel  and  denied  the  charge, 
the  pursuer  offered  to  prove  the  same  by  reference 
to  his  oath.  .  Sir  William,  being  in  London  at  the 
time,  prayed  that  a  commission  might  be  granted 
for  taking  his  oath  there,  on  <  the  ground  of  ex- 
treme inconvenience  and  detriment  to  his  private 
afl&irs,  without  which  he  could  hot  then  come  to 
Scotla;nd.  This  being  twice  refused,  he  again 
prayed  that  a  commission  might  be  granted,  and 
further  stated  in  defence,  that  a  criminal  action 
having  been  brought  against  him  at  the  pursuer's 
instance,  not  <Hily  far  punishing  his  allied  vio- 
lence, but  likewise  for  compelling  him  to  pay  the 
pursuer's  damages,  from  which  he  had  been  fully 
acquitted,  no  new .  suit  either  civil  or  criminal, 
could  competeiitiy  be  raised  against  lum  on  the 
same  point. 

The  pursuer  having  insisted  on  his  being  exa> 
mined  in  plresence  of  the  Court,  their  Lordships 

refosed  to.gsant  commission,  and  held  the  (te.Feb.86^i799« 
<<  fender  as  :  confessed,''  ice.  Several  petitions 
against  this  judgment  were  refused,  .and  of  tfaas 
date  the  Lords  '^  ordained ;  the  plusuer  to  give  his  Feb.  ii^  irso. 
^V.oath  in  supplement."  The  pursuer^s  oath  being 
accordingly  taken,  the  Court  found  *\Tt  proven, 
**  that  the  defender  seized  upon .  and  took  from 
^VLudovick  Gordon,  the  pursuer,  in  November 
f'  1713,  two  bills  drawn  by  him.  upon  and  accepted 
<>  by  tibe  defender,  for  L.S3  sterling,  and  find  the 
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<<  defender  liable  for  the  same,  with  interest  fiiom 
**  that  time ;  and  find  it  also  proven  by  the  said 
oath,  that  the  defender  is  justly  owing  L.6  ster- 
ling, as  value  of  herring  barrels,  and  ordain  the 
V  said  Ludovick  Gordon  to  give  in  a  condescen- 
<<  dence  of  the  value  of  his  jockey  coat,  sword,  and 
^*  switch,  and  of  the  expense  of  suit,  and  of  the 
'^expense  of  the  said  Ludovick^s  journeys  to 
« EiUnburgh;''  These  articles  were  afterwards 
taxed  to  L.800  Scots. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
of  the  S6th  February,  ISth  June,  2d  July,  Slst 
November,  1729,  and  the  llHi,  12th,  17th,  and 
days  of  February,  1790. 
IVeatkd  Jbr  tike  AppeBant : — 1.  The  &cts 
charged  as  the  foundation  of  the  suit,  are  utterly 
untrue,  and  neither  are  nor  can  be  proved  by  any 
legal  evidence. 

2.  The  appellant  having  been  tried  for  the  same 
&cts  before  a  supreme  and  competent  court,  and  ac- 
quitted even  from  the  dem^md  of  damages  and  ex- 
penses, no  new  action  can  be  brou^t  a^unst  him. 
For  if  ju%ment  had  been  given  against  him  in  the 
former  action,  which  was  competent  &r  recovery  of 
the  articles  now  claimed,  and  of  damages,  no  civil 
actbn  would  thereafter  have  remained ;  whence  it 
is  plain,  tibat  not  only  the  vmdieta  erimnaUs^  but 
tbe  interesse  dmlis  of  the  respondent,  was  then 
brou^t  into  judgment.  Judgment  haying  been 
given,  it  became  res  judicata^  and  the  same  thing 
could  not  again  be  brought  forward  under  any 
form  of  action  whatsoever ;  for  it  would  be  most 
unreasonaUe  that  a  party  should  be  concluded  by 
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a  jiidgment  against  hiniy  and  yet  that  a  sientence      ^^^^' 
acquitting  him  should  profit  him  nothing,  but  leave     ookbox 
him  still  subject  to  a  qew  action.  oai^ow. 

S.  The  appellant,  having  been  necessarily  de- 
tained in  London  by  important  private  a^irs, 
d^ht,  according  to  the  common  rules  of  justice 
and  the  practice  in  like  cases,  to  have  been  allowed 
a  commission  for  taking  his  oath,  which  he  was, 
and  still  is  ready  to  emit,  although  he  apprehends 
that  be  cannot  now  be  a>mpelled  to  do  it,  for  the 
reqxmdent  having  in  his  former  action  made  choice 
of  his  manner  of  proof,  viz.  by  witnesses,  and  suf« 
fered  the  case  to  go  to  judgment  upon  their  evi* 
dence,  no  other  proof  should  be  allowed  him« 
There  is  no  instance  where  a  commission,  in  the 
case  of  a  person  who  was  necessarily  out  of  the 
jurisdictimi  of  the  court,  was  refused. 

4.  The  .allowing  the  respondent  to  prove  his 
daim  by  his  own<oath,  after  he  had  relied  on  the 
appellants  oath,  in  place  of  all  further  proof,  has 
no  foundation  in  law,  and  is  quite  without  prece* 
dent. 

Pleaded  Jw  ike  Bespamlent:^!.  The  oath  of 
the  party  is  l^al  evidence,  and  if  he  declines  to 
give  his  oath,  the  fact  is  justly  considered  as  ad- 
mitted. 

2.  Although  there  had  been  no  foundation  for  the 
charge  of  violelaoe»  and  breach  of  the  peace,  on 
which  the  criminal  action  was  raised,  yet  the  bills 
accqpted  by  the  appellant,  might  still  have  been 
due ;  and  if,  from  his  oath,  which,  by  the  law  of 
Scodand,  is  the  most  decisive  mean  of  proof  in 
civil  causes,  for  restitution  or  reparation,  it  could 
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1781.      >be  est8dl>Iished»  that  the  appellant  truly  owed  that 

eoEDON    money,  or  that  the. articles  were  in  .his  possession, 

.ooftDOM.     the  acquittal  from  the  criminal  complaiiit  could  he 

no  reason  for  his  not  being  compelled  to  pay  the 

civil  debt. 

.The  appellant  having  once  consented  to  be  ex- 
amined, could  not  afterwards  plead  the  former  suit 
as  a  bar  to  this  action. 

S.  It  is  discretionary  in  the.  court,  by  way  of  in- 
dulgenqe,  and  upon  cause  shown,  to  gi:ant  a  com- 
mission  for  tajdng  the  oaths  of  a  party;  and  as  in  the 
usual  case  he  is  examined  by  one  or  all  of  the  judges 
in  the  presence  of  the  counsel  and  agents,  who 
have  a  liberty  of  cross-examining,  it  was  a  much 
more  effectual  way  to  find  out.  the  truth,  to  have 
him  examined  in  that  way,  than  upon  a  commis- 
sion, where  the  interrogatories  must  be  previously 
settled,  and  the  examination  confined  to  them. .  It 
may. be, necessary,  also,  to  confront  the  party.  wi& 
other  persons  who .  know  any  thing  of  tiie  subject 
matter. 

4.  The  appellant  having  been  indulged  from  .time 
to  time,  for  above  two  years,  with  an  opportunity 
to  give  his  oath,  and  neglected  it,  the. charge  was 
taken  pn  oMi/feMO,  but^the  court  properly  tendered 
the  oath  to  die  respondent  for  their  further  satis- 
faction. 
Judgment  '  Afler  hearing  counsel,  '<  it  is  ordered  and  ad* 
A^6,i7si.  <«  judged,  &c.  that  the  app^  be  dismissed,  and 

^<  that  the  several  interlocutors  therein  complatned 
^  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  :affirmed«" 

Eor  Appellant,  C.  Talbot,  Will.  HiwUiofh i^xtd 
A.  Hume  CampbdL 

For  Respondent^  P.  Varies  and  Dun.  Forbes. 
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John  Neilson  of  Chappel,  snd\j      ^  .  , 
James  Lanrick  of  Ladylandg,    J    ^^         ' 
John  Murray,  et  alii,  Bespomdewts. . 

Uth  March,  17SS. 

FiAR— A  wife  having  in  her  marriage  contract  conveyed  her 
estate  in  favour  of  heri  husband  aiid  henelf  in  eonjnnet  foe 
and  liferent,  and  the  aorvivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  .the 
marriage;  the  fee  was  found  to  be  in  the  husband,  although 
the  wife  survived,  and  there  were  no  heirs  of  the  marriage  en- 
titled to  succeed  under  the  contract. 

Sbbvics  op  HJBIB8— papist— a  general  servioe  as  nearest  heir 
Protestant  to  the  husband,  found  to  be  a  sufficient  title  to 
cany  the  fee  settled  in  the  marriage  contract,  the  children  of 
the  marriage  being  Papists,  and  therefore  legally  disqualified 
from  succeeding. 


NXtLSON 

MoaiUY. 


The  lands  of  Conheath  descended  to  two  heirs  ^q.  16. 
portionen^  ci  whom  Elizabeth  Maxwell^  a  papist, 
had  by  her  first  marriage  two  sons,  Jdm  Murray 
(the  respondent)  who  was  a  protestant,  and  James  a 
papist  She  entered  into  a  secmid  marriage  with 
Gilbert  M'Cartncf]^,  and  by  the  marriage  contract 
she  conveyed  her  half  of  die  said  estate  (although 
she  had  neither  been  infeft  herself,  nor  served  heir 
to  her  father,)  ''to  the  said  McCartney  and  herself, 
in  conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  begotten  of 
the  future  marriage,  which  failing''— ^then  fol- 

VOL.  I.  F 
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^^^^'  lowed  a  blank  which  was  never  filled  up.*  She 
NBiLsoK  survived  McCartney,  and  had  issue  of  the  marriage, 
MUERAY.  a  son  William,  and  a  daughter,  whowere  both  pa- 
pists. 

Thereafter  she  ipade  a  conveyance  of  the  estate 
in  favour  of  James  her  second  son,  which  she  pre- 
vailed on  her  son  William  McCartney  to  make  ef- 
fectual, by  granting  a  disposition  of  all  right  which 
he  might  have  under  his  father's  marriage  contract. 

Jphn  Murray,  having  served  heir  to  his  grand- 
father,  raised  an  action  of  reduction  for  setting 
aside  this  disposition,  on  the  ground  diat  it  was 
null  and  void,  by  force  of  the  acts,  1695,  c.  26, 
and  1700,  c.  3f  William  the  granter  of  it  being  a 
papist 

The  L<»*ds  rqpeUed  an  objecticm  of  jus  tertU 

pieced  against  the  pursuer,  and  found  the  grounds 

of  reduction  relevant  and  proven,  and  reduced  ac- 

cordingly.    This  judgment  was  affinned  upon  ap- 

Feb.  16^  1736.  peal  in  the  House  of  Lords*t 

Upon  petitioning  to  have  the  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords  ap^iedt  a  Bew  title  was. set  up.by 
the  appeUjmts,  who  .now  founded  on  a  o^y^jiace 
by  Elizabeth  l^faxwell  in  i;heir  £ivoiir,  of  seveml 
appnsings  aflfecting  ^  estace.  Vamus  pixH^eed- 
ings  ensued,  in  which  objections  were  stated.to.^fae 
validity  of  the  apprisings,  and  of  these  ccmvey- 
ances.  It  seems  only  aecessaxy  to  notice  the  fol- 
lowing points. 


•  The  fenni  of  the  deed  do  not  oocar  verbatiiii  in  the  ifpeil 
They  are  given  aboye  aa  quoted  by  Mr.  Robertaon  in  hia  report  of 
the  first  branch  of  the  caae,  referred  to  infra. 

t  Vide  Robertaoa'a  Appeal  Cases^  No.  1S5. 
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The  respmdent  pleaded  tiiat  by  the  marriajge^  ^    '^^ 
setdement  betwixt  Efizabeth  Maxwdl  and  Gilbert    nsu-som 
M'CartQ&ir,  ithe  &e  of  the  estate  was  vested  in  the    MomiAY. 
husband,  upon  whose  death  it  might  have  de- 
scended to  die  heirs  of  the  marriage^  had  they  not 
been  inc^paUe  of  inheritLng,  and  that  therefore  the 
fight  of  succession  to  the  estate  devolved  upon  his 
next  heir,  Agn^'  (a  daughter  by  a  previous  mar* 
riage,)  who  had  been  served  nearest  protestant 
heir  to  him  i~*that  die  respondent  had  obtained  a 
conveyance  fiom  her  of  dU  right  which  her  &ther 
hffd  acquired  by  his  nuudriage  contract,  in  virtue  of 
which  conveyance  he  was  entitled  to  the  estate*  . 

To  this  the  appellants  answered,  that  Agnfes 
MHIlarteey,  not  bdng  the  issue  of  her  fitthei^s  se- 
cond marriage,  could  have  no  claim  to  the  estate 
settled  in  the  oontiact  of  marriage.  The  estate 
having  been  disponed  to  Gilbert  MCartney  in 
conjunct  fee  and  liferent  with  Elisabeth  her- 
self and  longest  liver  of  them,  and  Elizabeth 
having  survived  her  husband,  the  fte  necessarily 
remained  inher  who  was  yet  a£vre,  and  must  (had 
sheinot  sold  die  estate)  ha^re  descended  to  the  heir 
of  4lie  marriage,  not'as  heir  of  provision  to  the  fa- 
ther, but  as  heir  of  provision  to  her. 

But  evenmipposiBg  the  feeito  have  been  in  Gil- 
bert, so  that  )apon  the  failure  or  inOApaci^  of  die 
ianie  <^  die  marriage,  it^wouldliave  4iterolved  upon 
his  next  heir,  atill  Agnes  could  notxstrry  a  right 
to  it  by  a  general  service  as  heir  of  line  to  her  fa- 
dier,:but  ought  to  have  been  ^served  iheir  of  provi- 
sion under  the  marriage  contract;  in  which  case 
the  deadi  or  incapacity  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
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^^^'      riage  must  have  been  proved,  and  the  contract  it- 

NEiLsoN    geif  produced  before  the  inquest,  and  evidence 

MUHRAY.    given  that  she  was  the  next  heir  entitled  to  be 

served  under  it ;  but  nothing  of  all  this  was  done ; 

and  therefore  her  service  as  heir  in  general  of  line 

to  her  father  could  not  be   efl^tual  to  cany  a 

right  to  the  estate ;  so  that  never  having  made  up 

a  sufficient  title  herself,  the  conveyance  by.  her  to 

the  respondent  was  void. 

July  20, 1728.      The  court  found  '*  that  the  general  service  is  a 

good  title;  the  pursuer  (respondent)  proving 
that  the  children  of  Gilbert  MCartney's  second 
marriage  were  reputed  papists,  and  bred  in  po- 
pish families." 
In  a  petition  against 'this  judgment,  it  was  fur-, 
ther  >  stated,  that  tiie  conveyance  by  Elizabeth 
Maxwell  in  favour  of  her  second /husband  ought 
to  have  no  effect,  inasmuch  as  the  onerous  cause 
in  consideration  of  which  it  had  been  granted,  viz. 
a  jointure  out  of  his  estate,  had  never  been  enjoyed 
Feb.  18, 1789.  by  her.  The.  court  '^  repelled  the  objection,  that 
^*  the  onerous  cause  of  the  lands  being  disponed 
<<  by  the  ^aid  Elizabeth  Maxwell,  was  a  jointure 
<<  she  never  enjoyed»~4Uid  found  that  McCartney, 
<<  the  husband,  was.  fiar."  . 

Entered  Feb.      Hie  appeal  was  brought  .irom  several  interlocu- 
^®'  "^''       tors  of  the  28th  June,  20th  July,  1728,  the 

day  of  Januaiy,  18th  and  2^  February,  1729» 

28th  July,  and  day  of  November,  1790,  and 

5th  February,  1731. 

Judgment         After  hearing  couuscl,  *^it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

1732.     '      '^judged,  &c.  that  the  iqipeal  be  dismissed,  and 
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•*  that  the  several  interlocutory  sentences  therein       ^^^' 
*•  complained  of  be  affirmed/^  Hamilton 


JT  AppdUants,  P.   Tarie,  Dim. 

JOufukuj  Ch.  AreMne. 

[>r  Respondents,  C  TaXb&t,  and 

Urn. 


V, 

THE  DUTCH 
■▲ST   INDIA 


Captain  Alexander  Hamilton,  Appellant ; 
The    Lords    Directors    of    the 


Factor, 


[rBespandents. 


Uh  April,  1732. 


FoBBiON — PROCESS'— RES  JUDICATA — The  final  sentence  oi  a 
competent  court  in  a  foreign  state^  fonns  a  sufficient  defence^ 
txceptkme  rei  judieaUe. 


[Fol.  Diet.  I.  p.  SSS.     Mor.  Diet  p.  4548.] 


A  VESSEL,  of  which  the  appeUant  was  a  proprietor,    ^q^  jy^ 

was  seized  by  the  Dutch  East  India  Company,  on 

a  charge  of  contraband  trade,  and  condemned  in 

the  court  of  Malacca.     An  appeal  was  taken  to      i7n. 

the  High  Court  of  Batavia,  by  which  the  sentence 

was  affirmed. 

'  Som<e  years  afterwards  part  of  the  cargo  of  a      n^, 

Dutch  East  India  ship,  which  was  wrecked  on  the 
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^_^^^^_  coast  of  Scodandy  having  been  broo]§^t  into  Ihe 
HAMILTON  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  afipeUant  aorested  the 

THK  DVToa  same  in  the  hands  of  the  Court  for  satis&ction  of 

qouIau^^  the  damage  which  he  alleged  he  had  suffered  by 
the  illegality  of  the  above  confiscation.  It  was 
objected  to  this  claim ;  Ist^  That  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  respondents; 
Sd,  That  the  competent  Courts  had  decided  the 
confiscation  to  be  legal,  and  that  their  sentence 
must  be  held  res  judicata. 

Jan.ss>i7so.  The  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  was  repelled 
in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  pressed  in  the  appeal.  The  defence  of 
res  judicata  was  likewise  repeQed  by  the.  judge 
admiral,  and  a  proof  allowed  to  the  appellant  of 
certain  drcumstahces  relating  to  the  confiscation 
of  his  vessel.  This  judgment  was  adhered  to. 
.  The  case  was  brought  under  review  of  the 
Court  of  Session  by  a  bill  of  suspension  and  action 

Jai7S4,i7Si*  ^^  reduction,  and  upon  advising  informatidns  and 
a  hearing  in  presence,  the  Lords  *' sustained  the 
*<  reason  of  suspension  of  resjudicatOf  and  repelled 
'<  the  objection  of  incompetency  and  iniquity.'' 
This  judgment  was  adhered  to. 
The  appeal  was^4>rougbt  from  the  iilterlocutors 

EntiiedJui.  of  the  ^^  and  ^th  July»  and  28d  December, 

»5, 17S2.  j^gg^ 

Pleaded  ^  the  AfipMn^  :^^No  sentence  f^ 
nounced  in  one  country  can  \^  res  judicata  jai  aa*' 
other,  or  have  any  authoritative  fierce ;  for  it  is 
the  power  of  the  judge  that  gives  the  focoe  of  ret( 
judkata  to  any  decree ;  but  that  power  or  juds- 
diction  cannot  operate  beyond  his  territory,  wfaeK 
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thfe  sovereign,  who  i*  the  fOahtain  of  his  lUrisdic-       ^^^ 
tion,  has  himself  no  author^  j  the  efi^ct  cannot   hamiltow 
go'  fuither  than  the  eaose.  ths  butch 

Xf^^oidd  teof  &e  most  dangisro^s  consequence,  '^7^J,^X. 
if  it  were  ia  the  powejr  of  the  subjects  of  any 
otftier  nation,  vidently  io  seize  the  ships  of  the 
stibjedts  of  Great  Britaiil/  without  any  just  cause, 
afnd  then  to  shettef '  themselves  under  the  pretence 
of  «#  judkata  by  a  sentence,  prbnounced  by 
judges  of  theif  own  creating,  without  being  able  in 
tbc^  leas?  to  supp<Mt  the  justice  of  the  sentence. 

The  resptftklents  ought  to  shi>w  the  justice  of 
Ilie  sentence,  fw  as  the  foreigli  Court  had  n6  juris- 
diettbn  G9€fVL  British  subject,  unless  he  had  been 
guilly  of  some  crime,  whferebjr  the  ship  and  cdrgo 
were  liable  to  be  forfeited ;  so,  in  order  to  found 
that  jurisdiction,  they  must  prbve  the  crime ;  for 
if  ihere  w^  no  crime,  th^  the  Court  had  no  juris- 
diction; mid  if  &ere  wass  no  jurisdiction,  there  can 
be  no  plea-  of  res  jiidicaia. 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespandents : — The  excepHo 
rei  judk&td:  is  absblute*  and  perpetual,  .according 
to  tile  uniform  doctrine  of  all  lawyers,  and  is  uni- 
versally avowed  in  all  countries,  and  bj^.the  law  of 
nations  to  be  available  in  all  courts.  It  is  indis- 
pensably necessary  that  this  should  be  held  a  good 
plea  in  all  nations,  to  prevent  the  innumerable  in- 
conveniences that  would  follow,  if  a  party  who  has 
obtained  a  final  sentence  in  one  state,  should  be 
liable  at  the  humour  of  his  opponent,  to  go  to  a 
new  trial  in  another,  and  consequentiy  in  every 
other  state,  where  he  or  any  of  his  effects  should 
happen  to  be  foun^  and  where  it  may  be  utterly 
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^y^'      impossible  for  him  to  produce  the  evidence  which 
HAMiLT4>N  .  he  previously  had  to  support  his  case. 
THE  DUTCH      Whcrc  3,  sentcuce  in  .one  state  has  been  pro- 
compa'^'&c.  ^^^^^^  ^^*  ^^  executed,  and  the  party  in  whose 
favour  it  is,  shall  apply  to  a  court  in  another  state, 
to  carry  that  sentence  into  execution,  there  the 
judge  may  and  ought  to  inquire  and  be  satisfied  as 
to  the  justice  of  the  s^itence,  before  he  gives  his 
aid  to  put  it  in  execution  wilhin  his  jurisdiction ; 
but  when  a  sentence  has  been  fully  executed,  there 
is  no  need  of  preserving  the  vouchers  or  evidence, 
which  were  the  foundation  of  that  sentence }  for 
when  a  matter  has  been  judicially  determined,  it  is 
to  be  presumed  it  was  rightly  determined,  accord- 
ing to  the  established.maxim,  res  judicata  pro  veru 
tote  habetur. 
Judonent  After  hearing  counsel,  ^*it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

AjS  4, 1732.  « judged,  &c*  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
<*  that  the  several  interlocutors  therein  complained 
**  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed." 


For  Appellant,  C.  Talbat,  Bo.  Dundas,  WUL 

HamiUon. 
For  Respondents,  P.  Torke^  Dun.  Forhes. 
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1733. 


FEAGUS80N 


^  William  Ferqusson,  £30*  of  Auch- 1  j^^^^n    *     maitlanp, 
inblane,       .        .        .        .         ^^ppeUant;       &e. 

Mr.  William  Maitjland,  Minisr^ 
ter,  James  RdB,    Merchant  in  >Re9pondents. 
Edinbuigh,  and  Ii^ABEL,  his  Wife,  J 

Sth  April,  1783. 

* 

Fbauik-'A  deed  reduced  upon  the  head  of  fraud  and  drcam- 
ventioiij  which  were  chiefly  inferred  from  the  facility  of  the 
granter^  in  conjunction' with  the  very  disadvantageous  terms 
of  the  transaction. 

Co8TB^>L.60  given  to  respondmitB. 


pPol.  Diet.  Vol.  I.  p.  337.    Mor.  Diet.  p.  4956.] 


Eergusson  obtained  decree  against  John  Col-  No.  18. 
ville,  surgeon  in  Mauchline,  as  cautioner  for  a  debt 
of  2000  merks.  Upon  this  decree  Colville  was 
charged  on  letters  of  homing,  and  a  caption  exe- 
cute^  against  him.  Thereafter,  he  assigned  over 
to  Fergusson,  several  heritable  debts,  amounting 
in  all  to  4000  merks,  (which,  however,  according 
to  the  statement  of  Fergusson,  were  very  much 
incumbered  with  prior  claims  and  arrestments.) 
Fergusson  gave  a  back  bond,  declaring  these  assig- 
nations to  be  only  in  security  of  the  debt  sued  on. 
He  next  arrested,  in  the  hands  of  Maidand,  (the 
respondent)  some  funds  belonging  to  Colville,  and 
raised  an  action  of  forthcoming,  in  which,  by  a 
decree  arbitral,  Maidand  was  directed  to  pay  to 


1795. 
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^^S2.      him,  1700  merks,  of  which  lOOQ  were  shortly  af- 
FIROU88ON  terwards  paid. 

iritTLAND^  Of  this  date,  he  obtained  from  ColviUe  an 
absolute  disposition  of  the  above  debts,  &c.  and  at 
the  same  time  he  executed  a  back  bond,  declaring 
that  this  disposition  was  only  granted  in  security 
of  a  debt  of  L.2S6,  7s.  5d.  sterling,  due  by  Colville 
to  him,  for  which  sum  Colville  also  granted  his 
bond. 

Afterwards  Colville  was  reduced  to  great  straits 
for  the  means  of  subsistence,  of  which  Fergusson 
took  advantage  to  obtain  from  him  a  discharge  of 
the  above-mentioned  back  bond ;  by  which  deed 
he  discharged  all  claims  which  he  might  have 
against  Fergusson,  and  further  bound  and  obliged 
himself  **to  assign  and  dispone  to  the  said  W.  Fer- 
**  gusson  any  debts  or  sums  of  money  that  he  can 
discover  to  be  due  to  my  said  father,  by  what- 
soever person  or  persons,  not  exceeding  the  sum 
of  one  thousand  metks,  for  whifeh  I  have  in^taiKtly 
*<  received  a  full  value,  renouncing  all  exceptions 
**  to  the  contrary,"  &c: 

At  the  time  of  giving  this  discharge,  no  account 
was  m^e  up  between  them  nor  any  money  paid, 
but  Fergusson  gstV6  him  the  following  note :  ^<  I 
<<  promise  to  pay  to  John  Colville,  surgeon  in 
**  MslucMme,  thel  sum  6f  four  hundred  merks  Scots 
money,  at  the  tefiri  of  MartinAias  next  to  come, 
sedudmg  assigns,  and  only  payable  to  hmse^ani 
**  ttfkf  tor  value  received  of  him,  and  notwithstand- 
<<  islg  of  the  term  of  paymient,  to  advance  him  of 
<^  the  aforesaid  sum,  what  is  necessary  for  out-rig- 
*^  ging  him  to  go- abroad  to  the  army." 


CA8BS  OK  APrSAL  WBOM  BCOTLAKD.     75 

Cohille  died  in.  great  peftury;  bat  before  his      '^39. 


death,  he  executed  a  general  dispositaon^  subject  rtnotttnon 
to  revocation,  in  &3irour  of  Maitlaad  his  unde^  and  giArrLAm> 
Iwbel  Campbeli  his  sister,  of  attiidebts^  sums  of       ^^ 
moneyy  &c«  which  might  be  owiog  him  at  his 
death,  and  particularly  assigning  the  above  back 
bond. 

In  virtue  of  thiajdiqKMutioii,  these  parties  raised 
an  .action  for  reducing  the  foresaid  discharge  on 
the  head  of  fraud  and  circumvention,,  which  they 
inferred.  fit>m  the  sitaation  in^wfaiiBix  CofadUe  was  at 
the  time  when.the several  transactions  between  him 
and  F^gusson  weie»  entered.  intOr  <u^d  from  the 
nature  of  the  securities  which  were  givea  to  OoU 
ville  ia  consideration  of  them. 

A  condescendence  having  been  grven  in,  the  Feb.  1 787. 
Lord.  Ordinaiy^^^  found  the  reasons  of  reduction 
**  not  relevant^  and  assoilzied,^'  &c»    But  upon  a 
petition  to  the  wfaote  court,  their  LordshqMi  ^he^jvUj si. 
fore  answer^  allowed  a  proof  c£  the  several  alle- 
gations,  and  granted  commissiffli  to  examine 
witnesses  in  the  country  upcm  interrogatories 
**  given  in  for  the  pursuers*''    >The  proof  having 
been  led  and  advised,  their  Lordships  **  reduced  Feb.  is,  1799. 
<<  the  disdiarge,  and  found  that  both  parties  are  in 
*^  the  same  state  they  were  in  before  granting 
'*  theroof. 

This"  interlocutor  was  afterwards  ac&ered  to, 
and  it  was  fiirther  ^  found  that  the  bond  of 
**  L.SdO»  7s.  narrated  in  the  cancelled  back  bond, 
dated  in  Januaiy,  173^»  is  to  be  held  as-agood 
and  subsisting  bond,  though  it  doth  not  new  ap- 
pear, and  also  that  the  cancelled  back  bond  is  to 
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^^^^      "  be  held  as  a  valid  deed ;  reserving  all  objections 


rxKoussoN  €€  agsiost  the  debt  in  the  bond  as  accords.'* 
MAiTLAKP>      Thereafter,  by  sundry  interlocutors,    the  de- 
fender  was  ordained  "  to  give  in  a  condescendence 
<*  how  and  in  what  manner  the  sum  of  L.S36y  7s« 
^*  in  the  bond  was  furnished  to  Colville,  so  as  to 
become  a  debt  against  him  ;''  and  further,  ^^  to 
give  in  an  account  of  his  intromissions  with  Col- 
**  viUe's  effects,  or  of  any  pa3anents  made  to  him 
^*  since  the  date  of  the  said  bond." 
Entered  Jan.      The  appeal  was  brought  fix)m  two  interlocutors 
Amended      of  the  13th  February,  1729,  and  from  the  interlo- 
April  6, 1731.  c^to^s  of  the  Sd,  15th,  22d,  and  26th  July  in  the 
same  year. 

Pleaded  for  Ike  Appellant: — There  is  not  the 
least  evidence  of  fraud  or  circumvention,  without 
which  a  bargain,  however  disadvantageous,  cannot 
be  voided.  Neither  is  liiere  any  proof  of  such 
weakness  on  the  part  of  Colville,  as  should  incapa- 
citate him  to  transact  with  the  appellant,  as  he 
was  in  the  habit  of  doing  with  other  persons. 
Moreover,  even  were  faciUty  proved,  it  is  not  per 
se  a  crround  for  reducing  a  contract  without  some 
evidence  of  circumvention. 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespondents  .''^^enetsHy,  that 
the  fraud  and  lesion  were  abundantly  proved  by 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  well  as  the  facility 
of  Colville  by  the  evidence  of  several  witnesses. 
Judgment  Afler  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
Aponi  6,  i7»  « judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
«  that  the  several  interlocutors  therein  complained 
**  of,  be  affirmed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that 
'*  the  appellant  do  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the 
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"  respondents,  the  sum  of  L.60,  for  their  costs  in       nag. 
''  respect  of  the  said  appeal.'^  btobmont 


For  Appellant,  Dun.  Forbes^  and  C.  Talbot. 
For  Respondents,  P.    Yorke^  and  A.  Hume 
Ca$npbeU. 


V. 
RBNDBRtON. 


David,  Viscount  of  Stormont,  Appellant ; 

John  Henderson,  et  aliiy  kindly  1  k>         ^    ^ 
•  ^    ^     «T     I.     u  ^  vBeepandente. 

tetaants  of  Lochmaben,       -        -J       ^ 

^thAprill7S2. 

Tack— KiNBLT  tbnant^-Tii  a  question  between  the  crown's 
kindly  tenants  of  Lodunaben^  and  the  heritable  keeper  of  the 
castle,  it  was  found  that  the  tenants,  although  having  neither 
charter  nor  sasine,  had  yet  such  a  right  of  property  in  the 
lands  that  they  could  not  be  removed,  and  might  assign  their 
rights. 


fFol.  Diet  II.  p.  419-    Mor.  Diet.  p.  15195.] 


Bt  a  charter  from  the  crown,  the  lands  of  the  four  ]^q^  ig^ 
towns  of  Smalholm,  Hitae,  Hek,  and  Greenhill,  i«io. 
and  other  lands  of  Lochmaben,  with  the  hereditary 
custody  of  the  castle  of  Lochmaben,  and  the  office 
of  steward  of  Annandale,  and  all  right,  title,  and 
interest,  which  his  majesty  or  his  predecessors  had 
or  might  have  to  the  said  premises,  were  granted 
(under  the  burden  of  certain  annual  payments)  to 
die  Earl  of  Annandale. 
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^^^  The  lands  of  the  four  towns  erf".  Lochmaben, 

•TOBMOHT  above  mentioned^  were  possessed  immemorially  by 
HxwMKfON,  the  respondents  and  their  ancestors,   as  kindly 

^'  tenants  of  tbe  crown,  paying  rent  and  services  to 
tiie  constables  or  keepers  of  the  casde  of  Locfama- 
ben. 

1613.  The  Earl  of  Annandale,  of  these  dates,  obtained 

^^^^'  two  decrees  of  removing  in  absence  against  some 
of  these  tenants* 

In  1665,  David,  viscount  of  Stormont,  having  mar* 
ried  the  countess  of  Annandale,  who  had  her  liferent 
in  this  estate,  brought  an  action  of  removing  against 
several  of  tbese  tenants.  Appearance  was  made 
for  them,  and  in  defence^  it  was  pleaded,  ihsA  their 
right  was  perpetual,  and  independent  of  the  will 
of  the  pursuers  claiming  under  the  Earl  of  Annan- 
dale,  who  was  only  keeper  of  the  castle.  But 
afterwards,  an  agreement  being  entered  into  with 
Lord  Stormont,  the  tenants  allowed  judgment  to 
July  18, 1665.  go  in  absence,  and  his  Lordship  granted  a  deed 
obliging  himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  not- 
withstanding the  decree  of  removing,  no  ways  to 
remove  the  tenants  or  their  nearest  of  kin,  during 
his  wife's  right  of  liferent,  or  his  own  right  of  pro- 
perty in  the  lands. 

A  dispute  having  arisen  between  Lord  Stormont 
(the  appellant's  father)  and  the  respondents,  re* 
garding  the  payment  of  the  land  tax,  in  which  his 

1720.  Lordship  threatened  to  remove  them  if  they  did 
not  submit  to  bear  the  whole  burden ;  diey  raised 
an  action  against  him,  for  recovering  payment  of 
his  share  of  the  aaid  tax  which  had  been  paid  by 
them,  and  for  declaring  their  ifflmunity  from  pay- 
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io^  his  pro|¥)rtv)n  .of  the  tax  in  fiiture,  and  Ala/      ^^3». 
<ft^  toere  lA^  cfXMri$  irremocetAle  temmts.    A  •tormont 
cross  actioa  was  brought  by  Lord  Stormont  for  re-  HixMAtoK, 
moving  them,  and  having  it  declared  that  diey       ^' 
weie  lemoveaiile  at  his  pleasure. 

The  respondents  founded  upon  imm^norial  posi- 
session,  and  on  these  warrants  under  the  royal  sign 
manual,  granted  i^n  petitions  presented  by  the 
tenants  to  the  king;  the  first  two  by  James  VL  i<0% 
ordering  the  keeper  of  '*  the  castle. to  desist  from 
molesting  the  tenants,  and  to  suffer  and  permit 
them  peaceably  to  occupy  their  possessions/' 
The  thiid,  by  Charles  IL  declaring  ^<that  the  juie  1664. 
<<  tenants  should  have  been  protected^  and  these 
*^  warrants  above  menti<med,  obeyed  as  constant 
^  leases,  according  to  the  true  meaning  thereof; 
^  and  further,  his  nutjesty  renews  the  said  warrants 
^*  and  leases,  and  authorises  the  said  tenants  and 
><  their  successors,  to  possess  and  enjoy  their  re- 
**8pective  lands,  they  paying  and  peifcxming 
^^  yearly  the  rents  and  services  paid  and  performed 
by  their  ancestors,  anno  .I6OS,  and  prohibits  and 
discharges  the  keepers  of  the  casde  <^Loclunai* 
ben,  or  any  one  who  shall  pretend  right  to  the 
«  said  crown  lands  in  all  time  thereafter,  under  all 
highest  pain,  to  exact  more  rent,  or  remove  them 
*^  from  their  ancient  possessions,  so  long  as  they 
^  thankfully  perform  the  same/'  * 

Upon  the  questicNi  of  right  the  Court  found  Nov.si^  1726. 
« that  the  pursuers  of  the  said  declarator"  (the  re- 
spondents) ^<  had  such  ft  right  of  pn^erty  to  the 
«<  lands  tbattfaey  coukl  not  berenovedy  and.  might 


80      CASES  OK  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.^ ' 

17^      "  dispone  their  irigKt  to  extraneous  persons.^    And 
8T0&M0NT   this  judgment  was  adhered  to. 
HZNDB&0OK,      The  appeal  was  brought  ih>m  these  two  interlo- 

Feb.  4>i7si.  Pleaded  far  the  Appellant  .'-^If  the  respon- 
dents' predecessors  had  been  ancient  kindly  ten- 
ants of  the  crown;  that  would  not  give  them  a  right 
of  being  irremoveable  by  the  grantee  of  the  crown, 
or  of  assigning  their  right  of  kindly  tensuacy ;  for 
this  wdidd  contradict  the  fundamental  principle  of 
law,  that 'there  can  be  no  perpetual  aissignable 
estalte  in  land  witliout  infeftment,  (nulla  sasina, 
nulla  terra,)  there  being  nothing  in  Scotland  simi- 
lar to  the  law  of  copyholds  in  England.  ^  Although 
kindly  tenants  are  weU  known  in  Scothmd,  it  never 
was  held  that  by  the '  continuance  of  the  favour, 
they  acquired  an  absolute  right  against  the  heritors 
of  tiie  lands. 

It  is  an  established  rule,  that  kindly  tenants  can- 
not assign,  because  the  only  title  which  they  have 
to  the  Lord's  favour,  is  their  being  kindred  to  the 
ancient  possessors,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
notion  of  the  power  of  assigning. 

The  two  warrants  of  King  James  neither  give 
a  new  right  nor  confirm  any  old  one,  and  amount 
to  no  more  than  a  command  to  the  constable  of 
the  castle  of  Lochmaben  not  to  oppress  the  ten- 
ants. Th#warrant  from  King  Charles  II.  order- 
ing the  two  former  warrants  to  be  observed  as 
leases,  was  obtained  upon  a  misrepresentation,  for 
the  crown  had  then  no  right  to  the  lands ;  and-  for 
that  reason,  when  the  warrant  was  brought  to  the 
Exchequer,  it  was  stopped  and  never  passed  the  seal. 
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But  even '  supposing  that  the  iitrarrants  amounted      ^^^g. 
to  leases,  yet  undoubtedly  they  give  no  power  to  stokmomt 
assign,  and  by  law  no  leases  are  assignable,  unless  henderioh, 
they  contain  a  power  of  assigning  in  formal  words.        ^^- 

By  these  interlocutors  the  respondents  are  esta^ 
bliriied  in  a  right  which  hath  no  name,  nor  any 
feundation  in  law,  and  js  incompatible  with  the' 
right  established  in  the  appellant  and  his  ancestors 
by  charters  and  infeftments,  in  viltue  whlereof  they 
have  possessed  the  lands  for  above  100  years. 

The  allegation  of  immemorial  and  uninterrupted 
possession  is  contradicted  by  the  three  decrees  of 
lemoval  of  161S,  1634,  1665. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  BeepondetUs  : — The  Respon- ' 
dents  and  their  ancestors  have  enjoyed  their  pos- 
sessions  by  this  tenure  of  kindly  irremaveable  ten' 
anteqfAe  eraum,  time  out  of  mind^  and  long  be- 
fore charters  or  infeftments  were  in  use  in  Scot' 
land*  In  the  eariiest  times,  proprietors  of  lands 
had  no  titles  in  writing,  but  their  rights  were  known* 
and  ascertained  by  their  possession,  and  enrol- 
ments in  the  King's  Courts,  or  in  the  courts  of 
the  other  over -lords  ;  and  when  the  estate  descend- 
ed to  an  heir  or  a  purchaser,  the  title  of  the  an- 
cestor or  author  was  cognosced  by  a  jury,  and  the 
verdict  of  that  jury  gave  them  a  full  right 

And  although  since  the  feudal  law  was  fully 
adopted  into  the  law  of  Scotland,  titles  have  gene- 
rally been  constituted  by  writings,  that  affords  no 
objection  against  the  respondents,  whose  right  is' 
more  ancient  than  that  period  of  the  law  of  Scot- 
land. There  yet  remain  other  rights  of  the  same 
kind,  such  as  the  udal  rights  in  Orkney,  where 

VOL.  I.  G 
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^^^      there  are  no  titles  u  writings  but  lands  are  by  pes- 


sTosMONT   sesskm  only  transmitted  from  &ther  to  son;  the 
HKKPEMON,  titles  of  the  tenants  or  rentaUers  of  the  bi^oprick  of 
^^'        Glasgow,  of  the  monastery  of  Paisley^  and  of  Ihose 
who  held  under  die  keqpers  of  the  King's  castles  of 
Dumbart(m  and  Stirling,  were  of  the  same  nature 
till  of  late,  and  several  of  the  bishop's  tythes  are 
held  in  no  other  manner  to  this  day* 
^  The  right  of  the  respondents  m  prior  to  that  of 
the  appellant,  and  not  inconsistent  with  it    The 
lands  in  question  never  ceased  to  -  belong  in  pro- 
perty to  the  crown.    They  remained  perpetually 
with  the  crown  as  the  crown's  own  property,  and 
the  respondents'  ancestors  continued  still  Ae  craum*s 
kindly  tenants.    Theright  of  keepingthe  castle  was 
alone  granted  to  the  appellant's  successors,  as  ap- 
pears from  his  own  title,. and  particularly  from 
Lord  Maxwell's  service,  by  which  he  is  retoured 
heritable  keeper  of  the  castle,  but  not  proprietor  of 
the  lands. 

The  respondents'  right  has  been  acknowledged 
by  the  crown  in  the  several  deeds  above  mention* 
edt  and  although  the  appellant  pretends  that  the 
sign  manual  1664  was  stopped  in  Exchequer,  he 
has  adduced  no  evidence  of  the  fact,  nor  can  it 
possibly  be  true,  because  a  sign  manual  is  not  a 
writing  which  requires  to  be  passed  in  Exchequer, 
but  has  its  full  effect  by  the  King's  subscription. 

The  decrees  of  removing  1613-^1634  were  ob-> 
tained  in  absence,  against  the  inhabitants  of  the 
town  of  Lochmaben,  the  nature  of  whose  right  is 
not  known,  but  not  against  any  of  the  resp<mdents' 
ancestors,  and  they  were  part  of  the  encroachments 
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which  occasioned  the  complaints  to  the  crown.  The ^^^^' 

decree  1665  was  likewise  obtained  in  absence,  and  stohmont 
upon  a  special  agreement,  by  which  it  was  not  to  henoemon^ 
be  carried  into  effect    Never  having  been  acted       ^^' 
on,  it  is  now  lost  by  prescription ;  nor  has  any  de- 
cree in  absence  the  least  effect  after  parties  appear 
'and  plead  on  their  rights,  as  the  respondents  have 
now  done. 

An  argument  was  also  raised  on  the  fact,  that  in 
1695 f  when  the  question  arose  between  the  appel- 
lant's father  and  the  req>ondenta  concerning  the 
land  tax,  the  appellant*^  &ther  had  insisted,  that 
they  were  irremoveMe  tenants,  and  ought  on  that  ac- 
count to  be  taxed,  thus  acknowledging  their  right 
to  be  such  as  they  now  pleaded. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ^*  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 
**  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that   ^  ^^'^^' 
*^  the  two  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be, 
<^  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed.'' 

For  Appellant,  P.  Yarie  and  Dun,  Forbes. 
For  Respondents,  C.  I\ilbat,  Ch.  Areekine,  and 
J2o,  Dundag. 
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▲ROYLE 

.eeadIlbake,  J<>HN  Duke  of  Argtle  and  Grben.| ^      ^^, 

&C-  WICH,  -  -  -  -  J      ^^ 

John  Earl  of  Bre  adalb ane,  John  % 
Campbell,  Younger  of  Kintraes,  fj2^^^^^^^^ 
et  alH^  Creditors  of  Archibald  C      ^^ 
Campbell  of  Barbreck,  J 

6A  May,  VJS^. 

PsBflONAL  AND  BXAi..— The  imtant  and  resolutive  dames  ooo- 
tained  in  a  charter^  not  being  engrossed  in  the  instrument  of  > 
sasine  which  only  bore  to  be  given  *'  inth  and  under  the  con* 
ditions  and  provisions  in  the  charter  particularly  mentioned ;" 
—It  was  found  that  this  was  sufficient  to  make  the  clause  in 
the  charter  effectual  against  creditors  and  singular  successors. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant  ex  parte. 


[FoL  Diet.  II.  p.  70.    Mor.  Diet.  p.  IOSO6.3 

1 

No.  20.  Archibald  Earl  of  Argyle  granted  a  feu  charter 
of  the  lands  of  Barbreck,  with  various  irritant,  pro* 
hibitory,  and  resolutive  clauses,  in  favour  of  certain 
substitutes,  ^ing  whom,  the  lands  were  to  return 
to  the  Earl,  his  heirs  male  and  of  tailzie. 

By  the  precept  of  sasine  contained  in  the  char- 
ter, infeftment  is  directed  to  be  given  **  with  and 
'*  under  ^he  conditions  and  provisions  in  tiie  said 
<<  charter  particularly  mentioned :''  And  the  instru- 
ment of  sasine  bears,  that  infeftment  was  given 
<<  under  the  provisoes  and  conditions  in  tiie  said 
'<  charter  particularly  mentioned.'^ 

Adjudications  being  led  against  the  estate,  a 
competition  arose  between  the  creditors  of  the  vas- 
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ul  and  the  Duke  of  Argyle  •  as  superior,  in  which       ly^g. 


€€ 


it  was  insisted  by  the  fonner  that  they  could  not      aaoylz 
be  affected  by  these  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  reso-  bkkamlbans, 
lutive  clauses  contained  in  the  charter,  inasmuch       '^^ 
as  they  were  not  particularly  engrossed  either  in  the 
precept  of  sasine,  or  in  the  infeftment  which  had 
followed  thereon.     The  Lords  fpund  **  that  the  February  is, 
"clause  in  the  seisin  (*  with  and  under  the  condi-  ^^^' 
tions  and  provisions  in  the  charter  particularly 
mentioned')  is  not  sufficient  against  creditors  or 
singular  successors,  in  respect  the  same  does  not  * 
"  expressly  repeat  the  irritancies  in  the  charter/' 

In  a  petition  against  this  interlocutor,  the  Duke 
argued  that  if  it  were  necessary  that  the  irritant 
clauses  in  a  charter  should  be  recited  verbatim  in 
the  instrument  of  sasine,  then  a  sasine  taken  with- 
out such  a  recital  by  the  grantee,  (who  has  the 
whole  management  of  that  transaction,)  must  be 
void ;  and  therefore  prayed  that  it  might  be  found, 
either  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the  recital,  or 
that  the  infeftment  taken  without  it  was  void*-^ 
The  interlocutor  was  adhered  to. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutor  of  §**^ 
ISth  February  I7SO,  two  interlocutors  of  the  25th  1731.      ' 
June  I7SO,  and  one  x^f  the  *24th  February  1731. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — ^The  property  of  a 
land  estate  is  vested  by  charter  ,and  sasine.  The 
charter  does  not  create  an  estate  without  sasine, 
and  sasine  cannot  be  given  so  as  to  be  efiectual, 
without  express  warrant  from  the  granter  contain- 
ed in  the  precept  of  sasine,  and  the  grantee  cannot 
thereby  tske  a  greater  estate  than  is  conveyed  to 
him  in  the  charter  and  precept.     A  purchaser  or 
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1739.  creditor  cannot  be  in  a  better  omdition  than  the 
ARGYLE  vender  or  debtor. 
jirbaba'^lbane,  The  vassal  or  grantee  himself  is  always  possessed 
^^  of  the  charter^  which  contains  the  precept  of  sa- 
sine»  and  takes  infeftment,  so  that  he  has  the  in* 
stmment  of  sasine  dcawn  up  by  a  notary  of  his  own 
chooaingy  in  such  form  as  he  thinks  fit  to  direct^ 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  superior. 
The  form  of  all  precepts  of  sasine  is  to  give  full 
power  and  authqiity  to  [blanks  to  give  roal  and 
heritable  state  and  sasine  to  the  purchaser  of  the 
lands  described,  and  the  blank  is  .left  to  be  filled 
up  with  the  name  ci  any^  peiwxn  whom  the  dis. 
ponee  shall  think  fit  to  appoint.  The  ehmcef 
therefore,  ci  the  person,  who,  upcm  the  part  of  the 
granter,  is  to  execute  thi^  order,  as  well  as  of  the 
notary,  who  is  to  attest  the  ^ecution  q£  it,  being 
left  to  die  grantee,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  see 
that' the  sasine  taken  is  pursuant  to  the  charter  and 
precept  And  if :  it  be. not  so^  either  the  sasine 
must  be  limited  to  the  conditions  under  which  tbe 
precept  directed  it  to  be'granted«  or  it  must  be 
void,  as  being  not  warranted  by  the  precept 
Otherwise  this  absurdity  .would  foUqw^  that  the 
grants  could  by  artifice  or  error  create  to  himself 
a  greater  estate  than  was  granted  oi  intended  to 
lum,  and  divest  h^  superior,  the  granter,  of  the 
estate  expressly  reserved  to  him  and  his  heirs. 

in  the  present  case  it  is  expressed  in  the  instru- 
ment of  sasine,  that  the  same  was  given  with  and 
under  the  provisions  in  the  charter  mmticmed  j  so 
that  if  the  creditors  had  looked  into  the  r^pster  of 
sasines,  they  would  have  learned  that  their  debtor's 
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estate  was  fettered  $  and  although  the  charter  was       ^^^ 
not  registered,  they  might  have  seen  it  in  the     amyls 
debtor's  custody,   and  thereby  discovered  what  baiadalbami, 
those  conditiiHia  were,  and  that  in  consequence  of       ^ 
them  the  estate  would  not  b^  a  securily  for  their 
dAtSL  But,  as  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  trusted 
him  upon  his  personal  security,  they  can  have  their 
remedy  only  against  him,  and  the  estate  ought  to 
revert  to  the  heirs  of  .the  granter,  in  terms  of  the 
original  grant 

No  creditor  or  purchaser  can  rely  on  such  in* 
feftmenta  as  they  &id  in  the  r^[isters,  as  evidence 
that  the  borrower  or  seller  has  really  and  eflfectu* 
aOy  such  an  estate  in  him  as  the  infeftmaits  ex- 
press }  because  an  infeftrbent  without  the  charter 
and  precept  is  of  no  validity  to  secure  any  estate* 
But  the  lender  or  purchaser  must  see  the  charters 
and  jurecepts  on  which  the  infeftments  are  founded^ 
This  imposes  upon  neither  party  any  difficulty, 
because  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  proprietor  is 
in  possession  of  his  own  titles,  and  if  he  does  not 
exhibit  them,,  no  money  will  be  paid  or  lent 

But  after  a  man  is  satisfied  by  inspection  of  the 
tides,  that  he  fitmi  whom  he  would  purchase,  w  to 
whom  he  would  lend,  is  the  full  proprietor  of  the 
lands,  the  real  and  cmly  use  of  the  register  is  that 
he  may  be<  secured  against  latent  daims  or  incum- 
brances i  and  this  purpose  is  effectually  answered 
by  the  register,  for  no  daim  or  incumbranra  that 
is  not  recorded  can  adfect  the  purchaser  or  credi- 
tor ;  but  still,  notw^standii^  the  register,  he 
must  be  able  to  support  the  validity  of  the  re- 
corded infeftment  under  which  he  purchased,  by 
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iyj8g>       producing  its  warrants, . and  therefore  ou^t  not  to 
ikHGYLE      have  purchased  or  lent  his  money  williout  sedi^ 

]|E4I>A|.BANB>  those  tltl.^* 

^'  The  appellant  stands  infeft, .  as  immAdiate  vassal 

of  the  crown,  in  the  veiy  lands  in  question,  which 
the  respondents  must  have  seen  from  the  registen 
They  must  likewise  have  known  (because  it  is  the 
undoubted  law)  that  the  infeftment  to  the  vassal, 
which  they.  saw. on  record,  would  not  defend 
against  an  action  of  reduction  and.,  improbatioh  at 
the  appellant's  instance,  without  produdngfor  its 
support  the  charter  and  precept  on  which  it  fol- 
lowed. They  could  not  therefore  lawfully  rely  on 
the  infefbnent  alone  for  their  security,  without 
having .  seen  the  charter  in  which  the  precept  was 
contained ;  and  if  they  saw  the  charter,  they  must 
have  seen  in  what  manner  the  estate  was  limited 
tpthe  vassal,. and  consequently  could  not  have  con* 
t^ucted  with  him  bona ^fide  on  that  security. 

Far  the  BespondenU — ^No  appearance  was.  made^ 
but  their  argument  in  the  Inferior  Court  is  thus 
shortly  .stated  in  the  ^pellanf  s  paper. 

The  irritant  clauses  contained  in  the  charter  are 
not  repeated  in  the  precept  of  sasine,  or  in  the  in- 
strument of  sasine  which  is  recorded  in  the  register 
of  sasines.  Therefore  although  the  grantee  and 
his  heirs  are  bound  by  the  conditions  in  the  char- 
ter, yet  the  same  will  not  extend  to  creditors  and 
purchasers,  unless  repeated  in  the  sasine  and  ap- 
pearing in  the  r^isteri  which  was  established  for 
their  security,  and  is  the ,  only  place  to  which  they 
can  resort  for  information  as  to  the  state  of  the 
right,  on  which  they  are  about  to  rely« 
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'*  Counsel  appearing  for  the  appellant,  but  none 

for  the  respondents,  the  appellant's  counsel  was 

heard ;  and  having  stated  the  matter  at  large,  and  becaoalbani, 

pmyed  a-  reversal  of  the  said  interlocutors,  and  j^^^^^^^ 

<'  such  relief  as  to  the  house  should  seem  meet ;  May  6, 1739. 

«  and  being  withdrawn,     . 
.  '^  It  is  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c.  that  the  said 

<<  interlocutors  complained  of  be  reversed ;  and  it 
is  farther  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  clause 
in  the  vassal's  sasine,  (videlicet)  [*  with  and  un- 

^  der  the  conditions  and  provisions  in  the  charter 
particularly  mentioned,  granted  by  Archibald 
Earl  of  Argyle,  llie  5^  January  I678,']  is  suf* 
fident  to  secure  to  the  superior  against  creditors 

*^  and  singular  successors,  all  the  conditions  and 

^*  provisions  in  the  said  charter  contained*' 
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For  Appellant,-  P.  Yarie  and  Dun.  Forbes. 


This  judgment  proceeded  ex  parte;  tat  by  the  above  eztxact-fiom 
the  joumalB  of  the  Hooae  of  Lordfl,  it  woald  appear  to  have  been  aa 
•olemn  and  matore  a  dedaion  of  the  point  of  law  aa  the  drcumstancea 
cf  the  caae  admitted  of.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Seanon  ia 
foimded  on  by  Lord  Bankton,  B.  II.  t  S.§  U.  andby  Enkine^B.  II. 
t.S.f  M.    Neither aathorieema  to  bare beenaware  of  thereTcnaL 
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tTiALiifo.  :  Robert  EAStoN^  et  alU,  Feuars  of^ 

Denny,  in  name  and  behalf  of  their  >AppellanUi 
Tenants,    --....-:/ 
William  Stirling  of  Herbeiishire,^  ^^^^^^^^ 

Esq ^Mhcipmucm. 

97  th  Fehruary,  VfSS. 

TEpwB^i'^BoNA  FIDE  coNsuiiPTiON.— An  heritor  poumwaing  his 
teinds  hj  virtue  of  a  grant  from  another  as  tadumauj  found 
to  be  hon&Jiie  possessor  until  interpelled  by  the  tituhir. 

Pkrjrnient  of  a  certain  rate  in  name  of  teinds  to  the  minister  for 
40  yens  without  challenge  fhna  the  titular,  fiiund  to  be  u 
^ma^^ife  payment  qiUMd  the  whole  teinds^  and  to  ex^mer  the 
heritor  of  all  bygones. 

PB00F.^^It  was  fbimd  by  the  Court  of  Sesdon,  that  in  a  ohdm 
ftr  bygones,  the  present  rental  is  the  presumptive  rule  rdLro^ 
except  'in  SD  fltr  as  ihe  heritor  can  prove  a  less  rentaL  No 
judgment  upon  this  point  was  pronounoed  in  the  House  of 
Loids. 


[ToL  Diet.  L  p.  110.    Mor.  Diet  p.  1717. 


No.  31.  The  barony  of  Denny,  belonging  to  the;  Earl  of 
Wigton,  was  divided  into  about  fifty  farms,  which, 
in  1660  were  converted  into  so  many  feus. 

In  1723,  Mr.  Stirling,  having  right  by  a  crown 
charter  to  the  lands  and  barony  of  Herbertshire, 
with  the  teind  sheaves,  as  well  parsonage  as  vicar- 
age of  the  kirk  of  Denny,  raised  an  action  against 
the  feuars  of  Denny»  for  recovering  from  them  the 
full  teinds  payable  for  all  their  lands  for  forty  years 
bypast 
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In  defence^  it  was  stated^  that  the  teind  had  ne- 
ver been  upliAed  or  claimed  by  the  pursuer  or  his 
ancestors  v^thin  the  memory  of  man ;  that^  on  the 
contrary,  six  of  these  feus  had  immemoiially  paid 
a  certain  rate  in  satis&ction  of  parscmage  tejods  to 
the  Earls  of  Wig^on }  M^pther*  had  gud  a  simihur 
rate  to  the  pursuer  and  his  ancestors ;  and  that  a 
like  rate  had  been  paid  out  of  the  remaining  thirty- 
eight  to  the  successive  incumbents  of  the  parish, 
to  whom  also  a  certain  rate  of  money  had  past 
all  memory  been  paid  out  of  th^  whole  fifty  feus 
m  satjsfitftion  of  vicarage  temds. 

In  the  feu-rights  granted  by  the  Earl  of  Wigton 
to  the  six  feuars  who  paid  a  rate  for  their  parson- 
age to  that  family,  the  tithes  were  granted  along 
with  the  lands,  and  the  particular  rate .  anciently 
paid  was  reserved  as  tithe  duty.*  iBut  in  the  other 
forty-four  feu-rights,  the  lands  only  were  granted, 
and  the  teinds  were  left  to  those  who  have  best 
right  to  them* 

A  proof  of  the  value  of  the  teinds  claimed  was  Fefamary 
allowed* 

The  mode  of  proof  proposed  was,  wi^h  reqpect 
to  pact  of  the  lands  which  were  held  in  leateto 
assume,  in  terms  of  the  statute,  one-fiftli  of  the 
rent  as  the  teind ;  and  as  to  the  rest,  to  ascertmo 
by  the  examination  of  witnesses  its  estimated  value. 

To  both  of  these  methods  it  was  objected,  that 
although  they  might  be  an  equitaUe  means,  of  fix- 
ing the  valne  with  regard  to  the  pres^  at  fiiture 
payniart  of  the  teinds,  yet  in  a  ^piestion  of  bygone 

•  It  appears fimn  the  interloeator  of  jtU  SMD^oenWrlTStfytllat 
theBttrl  hid  a  fade  of  die  tebdli  hat  the  fM  iapot  oAcnm  ip- 
structed  hy  the  appeal  papers* 
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during  forty  yekr^,  it  would  be  most  unfiiir  to 
compute  them .  according  to  the  present  unproved 
state  of  llie  lands. 

Various  interlocutors  were  pronounced,  of  which 
it  is  only  necessary  to  detail  the.followingj 

The  Lord  Ordinary  found,  **  that. the  rents  pay- 
<^  able  to  the  defenders  by  llieir  tenants,  is  the  rate 
**  for  deterniining  the  quota  of  llieir  tithes ;  that 
«<  the  value .  of  the  houses  let  with  small  farms,  or 
^^  the  annual  expense  of  .upholding  them,  ought 
**not  to  be  deduced  fixMn  the  rent,  nor  the  feu- 
'^  duty  payable  to  the  superior ;  that  there  ought 
^*  to  be  no  deduction  where  cottars  houses  are  not 
**  upheld  by  the  masters ;  that  there  ought  to  be 
<*  no.  deduction  on  account  of  the  expense  of  lim- 
ing; and  that  where  butter,  cheese,  and  poultry 
are  valued  at  a  price  certain,  it  is  to  be  taken. as 
part  of  the  rent»'' 
Febmary  7.  Adhered  to  former  interlocutors,  and  '^  repelled 
<<  the  defence  of  banajlde  possession  and  consump* 
<^'tion,  and  found  ithe  defenders  liable  for  their 
*^  tithes  to  the  pursuer  for  forty  years  preceding 
^Vthe  date  of  iheir.  citation  in  this  process,  except 
^^  as  to  such  as  have  made  annual  payment  to  the 
pursuer  in  name  of  teind,  who  are  found  liable 
only  for  arrears  from  and  after  the  date  of  their 
discharges.*' 

*'  Repelled  the  defence  of  honajlde  possession, 

as  it  was  insisted  on  in  the  general ;  but  in  so  &r 

as  it  did  appear  that  any  of  the  defenders  had  paid 

«« their  teinds  to  the  £arl  of  Wigton,  prior  to  this 

^^  suit,  that  such  payments  should  be  deducted 

*'  from  dieir  tithes ;  and  that  the  payments  made 
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"  to  the  minister  should  be  deducted  in  the  same  ^    ^^^ 
"  manner/* 

''  Found  that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  proof 
'*  that  the  payments  made  to  the  Earl  of  Wigtbn 
**  was  teind,  but  that  the  defenders  are  by  their' 
contract  expressly  bound  to  pay  the  teind  to* 
those  having  interest  thereto  yearly  j  and  there- 
fore that  there. ought  to  be  no  deduction  on. that: 
"  account,**  &c. 
Upon  a  petition  against  these  interlocutors,  *'  the  Dec.  si. 
Lords  sustained  the  defence  oUnmaJide  payment' 
as  to  such  as  uniformly  paid  to  the  minister  of 
Denny  a  certain  sum  in  name  ci  tithes,  to  ab- 
<^  solve  them  from  surplus  tillies  preceding  the 
<<  citation  in  this  process ;  and  as  to  such  as  by 
<<  their  feu-contracts  from  the  £ad  of  Wigton  their 
*'  superior,  have  right  to  possess  their  teinds  during* 
<<  the  tack  his  Lordship  had  of  them,  found  that 
^*  the  payment  of  teinds  to  him  was  made  bona 
^^fide^  and  is  relevant  to  assoilzie  such  of  the  de- 
«  fenders  from  bygones  during  the  years. rftiie 
<^  taek  or  tadt  relocation,  and  remitted  to  the  Or- 
•*  dinary  to  proceedaccordingly.** 

The  pursuer  petitioned  against  this  interlocutor,  J^ne  85, 
when^the  Lords  found  ^'  that  the  sums  paid  to  the 
<^  minister  did  not  exoner  such  of  the  de&nders  \ 
<*  who  made  those  payments  from  paying  th^re- 
^^  mainder  of  their  teinds  totiie  titular,  and  found 
^<  them  liable  for  the  same  for  forty  years  preceding 
*^  the  citation ;  and  sustained  the  defence  of  hima 
fide  payment  in  favour  of  such  as  by  their  feu- 
cpntracts  from  the  Earl  of  Wigton  theii*  superior, 
*<  have  tacks  of  their  teinds  from  him,,  and  have  \ 
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. ''made  payments  conform,  until  they  were  in- 
I  **  terpelled  by  the  pursuer's  citation,  and  remitted 
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to  the  Ordinary  to  consider  the  case  of  such  of 
'*  the  defenders  as  have  not  made  payment  con- 
*'  form  to  the  tacks  in  their  feu-contracts,  and  to 
^'  proceed  and  determine  accordingly/' 

In  terms  of  this  interlocutor,  the  Lord  Ordinary 
&und  the  defenders  liable  for  their  tithes  fof  forty 
years  prece<Uag  the  citation,  apd  decerned .  ac- 
cordingly against  them,  excepting  as  to  six  of 
them  whom  he  absolved  fiom  the  payment,  '*  in 
'<  respect  of  the  payment  made  by  them  to  the 
"EarlofWigton/* 

The  Lords  adhered  to  this  interlocutor,  and 
found  <^  that  the  present  rental  is  the  presumptive 
^  rule  retrOf  excqit  in  so  fiur  as  the  defenders  could 
M  prove  a  less  rental,''  &c. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
of  the  Sd  December  172S ;  15th  February  1727f 
81st  January,  1st  and  20th  February,  and  17th  June 
1729 ;  7th  Januaxy ,  4th  and  7th  Februaiy,  4th,  8tfa, 
Mid  10th  July,  and  25th  November  1730 ;  25th 
June,  9th  and  28th  July,  and  23d  December  1731 ; 
2d,  5th,  and  25ih  Febraary  1^^ 

Pleaded  Jar  ike  Appeaants:^Tlnrty ^ei^t  of  the 
appellants  having  paid  to  the  incumbents  a  certain 
cust(miary  rate  for  the  teinds  of  tjieir  lands  for  time 
past  memory,  and  having  received  discharges  frcnti 
persons,  who^  for  ought  known  to  them,  had  a  full 
title  to  the  teinds;  and  the  reqiondent  never  having 
given  them  the  least  notice  of  his  right  or  preten- 
sion, they  acquired  the  surplus  by  having  received 
and  made  use  of  it  bona  fide^  and  therefore  ought 
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not  to  be  made  accountable  for  any  tithe  preceding 
the  date  of  the  action,  any  more  than  those  who 
paid  to  the  Earl  of  Wigton  and  the  respondents, 
without  knowing  what  title  was  in  them« 

By  the  law  of  Scotland  the  interest  of  titulars  is 
valued  at  only  nine  years  purchase,  and  that  in  fa- 
vour of  the  heritors ;  yet  by  these  judgments,  the 
interest  of  the  respondent  as  titular  is  by  his  own 
n^lect  made  worth  forty-nine  years  purchase,  he 
havmg  nght  according  to  them  to  a  lull  fifth  of 
the  rent  for  forty  years  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  the  action. 

;  At  all  events^  if  he  has  any  claim  for  arrears, 
these  ought  to  be  estimated  not  according  to  the 
present  value  of  the  lands,  but  by  legal  prool^  to 
be  brought  by  himself,  of  the  actual  value  of  the 
teinds  at  the  time  they  became  due  j  for  the  law 
which  makes  the  fifth  part  of  the  rent  the  rule,  re- 
lates only  to  the  value  of  the  teinds  in  time  to  come. 
And  although  yaluing  by  sowing  and  holdings  which 
depends  on  the  evidence  of  witnesses  onlyi  may  be 
a  reasonable  method  of  estimating  with  respect  to 
the  time  to  come,  because  necessary,  there  being 
no  other  possible  way  of  knowing  future  products 
but  by  estimation ;  yet  with  respect  to  arrears  it  is 
not  reasonable,  because  not  necessary.  The  actual 
produce  of  the  past  years  is  what  ^e  titular  has 
interest  in  the  tenth  of;  and  if  by  his  ne^ect  the 
proof  of  that  actual  produce  is  defectiye,  the  loss 
ariauEig  from  that  deficiency  ought  to  fall  on  him 
to  whom  alone  it  can  be  imputed,  and  cannot  be 
suf^lied  by  allowiT^  evidence  from  opinion  or  esti- 
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^^^^       mation  only,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  heritors  who 
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SA8T0K     may  have  kept  no  accounts. 
sTiKLiNo.        Pleaded  Jor  the  Bespandent  :^^1»  The  respond- 
I  ent  has  produced  an  undoubted  title  to  the  teinds 
I  of  the  lands  belonging  to  the  appellants.   This  title 
\  was  upon  record,  and  the  appellants  therefore  can- 
i  not  be  supposed  ignorant  of  it.    None  of  the  ap- 
;   pellants  have  produced  or  pretended  any  right  to 
:   any  part  of  these  teinds,  although  those  who  pro- 
duced a  colourable  title  under  the  Earl  of  Wigton 
have  been  absolved  from  the  claim.    But  the  de-' 
fence  of  bona  fide  consumption  can  never  have 
place  without  a  colourable  title ;  and  the  appellants 
having  none,  must  have  known  that  the  right  was 
in  some  other  person,  and  consequently  that  they 
were  accountable  for  them.    They  could  not  sup- 
I  pose  that  the  payments  which  they  made  to  the 
I  Earl  of  Wigton  were  in  lieu  of  tithes,  because  in 
!  the  grants  which  they  h^ld  fix)m  the  Earl,  there  is 
I  an  express  proviso  that  they  should  relieve^ jJie , 
jgranter  from  the  payment  of  tithes  for  the  koid^  to 
;such  persons  as  had  a  right  thereto. 

Ministers  have  a  right  to  maintenance  out  of  the 
'  teinds,  but  cannot  be  presumed  to  be  titulars,  espe* 

ciially  since  the  act  1690  giving  to  the  patron  the 

\  same  share  of  teind  that  then  remained  to  the  cleigy, 

)  and  the  receiptsofteind-duty  taken  from  the  minister 

I  by  the  appellants  destroy  this  presumption  bearing 

\  <<  teinds  payable  to  him  out  of  the  lands,*'  so  that 

they  afford  no  ground  for  supposing  that  the  mi* 

nister  was  titular,  or  had  a  power  to  dischaige  the 

whole  teinds.    Therefore  all  the  sums  which  the* 

appellants  paid  to  the  minister  being  allowed  to 
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them,  it  would  be  extremly  unreasonable  that  the!      ^^- 
payment  of  a  part  of  a  demand  to  a  person  per-     «aston 
haps  not  properly  entitled,  should  be  held  as  a  sa-,    stiruno. 
tisfaction  for  the  surplus  demand  to  the  person  whoi 
is  rightly  entitled  to  the  same. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  said  Lords  frj™*"^  *^' 
"  of  Session,  made  the  31st  December  1730>  where- 
by they  sustained  the  defencesoF  bona  jide  pay- 
ment as  'to  such  as  uniformly  paid  the  minister 
**  of  Denny  a  certain  ^m  in  name  of  tein4,  be,  and 
is  hereby  affirmed  with  this  addition,  (videlicet J 
['  for  forty  years  before  the  commencement  of 
*'  the  suit  in  this  cause,']  and  it  is  also  ordered  and 
♦*  adjudged,  that  the  several  interlocutors  com- 
^*  plained  of  in  the  said  appeal  or  parts  thereof, 
<*  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  said  interlocutor 
«  as  affirmed  and  amended,  be,  and  arejiereby jne- 
"  versed ;  an^lis  to  those  several  interlocutors  or 
"  parts  thereof,  which  are  consistent  with  that  in- 
"  terlocutor  as  affirmed  and  amended,  tlie  same 
•*  are  hereby  affirmed  ;  and  it  js.hereby  further  or- 
"  dered  that  the  said  Lords  of  Session  do  proceed 
"  in  the  cause  accordingly.'*  . 


'•■«v«  M.« 


For  Appellant,  P.  Torke^  and  Dun.  Forbes. 
For  Respondent,  C.  Talbot,  and  Will.  Hamil^ 
ton. 
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1788. 


HSAON 

V. 

DUKE  OF 

QUE£N8BEHBT. 


Patrick  Heron  of  Heron,  Esq.  Appellant ; 

Charles,  Duke  ^^  Q^^®NSB^^^^\»^«*v>d,|Jw 
and  Dover,     -----     J        '^ 

Tlih  April,  VJSS. 

Tailzib,— An  heir  of  entail  in  pMsession  purchased  the  dami» 
ntum  viiie  all  lands^  the  superiority  rf  whieh  was  included  in 
the  entail,  and  took  a  resignation  ad  remanentiam  in  his  own 
hands  as  superior, — found  that  the  dominium  utile  is  not  there- 
bv  entailed. 


No.  2S.  A.  minute  of  sale  was  entered  into  between  the  ap- 
pellant and  respondent,  by  which  the  latter,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  L.3000  sterling,  agreed  to 
sell  to  the  appellant  the  lands  of  Loch-house  and 
Thomick^  in  the  stewartiy  of  Annandale,  and  to 
grant  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  an  ample'  and 
valid  disposition  and  charter  and  precept  of  sasine 
of  the  said  lands,  to  be  holden  of  the  respondent 
and  his  heirs  male  and  of  entail  succeeding  to  the 
dukedom  of  Queensberry,  as  immediate  lawful  su- 
periors thereof,  in  feu  blench,  with  a  clause  of 
absolute  warrantry  against  all  incumbrances  and 
grounds  of  eviction. 

The  appellant,  being  afterwards  advised  that  the 
Duke  had  not  a  good  title  to  dispone  the  lands  to 
hiin,  refused  to  complete  the  purchase ;  upon  which 
an  action  was  raised  to  compel  him  to  accept  of 
the  conveyance  tendered,  and  to  pay  the  price. 
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.   The  s^pellant  stated,  in  defence,  that  the  respond-       ^^^^ 

ent  held  his  estates  under  a  strict  entaily  executed      hkbon 

by  the  late  Duke,  and  that  the  superioriJ:y  of  the     ddkb  of 

lands  in  question  wa^  originally  included  under  <»^"*^""»^^ 

that  entail  j  that  the  pcopetty  of  these  lands  having 

been  purchased  by  the  respondent's  curators,  the 

mode  taken  to  complete  his  title  was  by  resigna^ 

tion  ad  remaneniiam  into  his  (the  re^ondent's) 

hands  as  superior,  whereby  the  right  of  property  • 

Was  mei^ged,  and  the  entail  l>ecame  as  effectual 

over  it  as  if  the  late  Duke  had  at  the  tune  of  mak^ 

ing  the  entail  been  infet^  in  the  properly  of  the 

lands.     'Hie  appellant  likewise  insisted  that  the 

heirs  of  entail  ought  to  be  made  parties  to  the 

action. 

The  respondent  argued  that  nothing  but  the  su-» 
periority  was  afiected  by  the  entail,  the  granter 
having  no  other  interest  in  the  lands,  nor  had  the 
respondent  done  any  thing  whereupon  the  dami* 
nikm  utile^  purchased  with  his  own  money,  could  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  and  restrictions  of  his  fa* 
therms  settlement.  That  therefore,  as  the  feu  was 
no  part  e£  the  entailed  estate,  there  could  be  no 
occa^OB  to  make  the  heirs  of  entail  parties  to  an 
action  for  compelling  implement  of  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  that  feu. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  having  rep<»i;ed  the  case  to  January  lo, 
fte  Court,  they  found  «<  tiii^t  the  late  Duke  of  ^'^ 
*'  Queensberry,  granter  of  the  tailzie,  having  csily 
^  the  right  of  superiority  of  the  lands  in  question 
**  in  his  person,  at  the  time  of  making  the  tailzie, 
^*  the  respond^t  acquiring  afterwards  the  property 

thereof)  though  by  a  resigniKtion  ad  remanenliam. 


M 
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^^^'       **  does  not  subject  the  property  of  the  feu  to  the 
HERON      «  said  tailzie,  or  any  clauses  irritant  or  resolutive . 

DUKs  OF     ^*  therein/ and  that  there  is  no  necessily  for  calling 
QUEiNSBSRRY. ,,  jj^^  j^^j^  ^f  ^^^^^  ^^  ^j^  proccss,  aud  therefore 

repelled  the  defence,  and  ordained  the  q>pdlant, 
to  implement  the  minute,  and  decerned  accord- 
ingly." . 
Entered             The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  above  interior' 

January  31,  o 

1783.  .cutor.  .V 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant : — By  the  entail,  the 
lands  are  liinited  to  the  persons  therein  named,  and 
though  that  settlement  cannot  take  place,  so  as  to 
affect  the  dominium  utile  as  long  as  the  right  of  the 
vassal  remains ;  yet  so  soon  as  the  vassal's  right  is 
extinguished  by  a  resignation  ad  remanentiam^  the 
case  becomes  the  same  as  if  no  right  of  vassalage 
had  ever  been  granted,  that  being  no  longer  a 
separate  subsisting  estate,  but  merged  and  sunk  in 
the  superior's  right,  and  consequently  af&cted  by 
the  prohibitory  and  irritant  clauses  to  which  that 
right  is  subject. 

The  effect:  is  the  same  here  as  it  would  be  in  the 
case  of  recognition,  or  any  other  feudal  delict,  by 
which  the  properly  became  consolidated  with  the 
superiorily.  A  resignation  ad  remane^tiam  is ;  no 
more  than  an  extinction  of  the .  fee  resigned ; .  it  is 
not  a  title  capable  of  conveyance ;  for  the  only  title 
upon 'which  a  conveyance  could  be  made,  is  the 
superior's  infeihirent ;  but  that  infeftment  in  this 
case  is  subject  to  those  clauses  which  prevent  any 
aUenation. 

Although  the  purchase  money  of  the  estate  in 
question  was  the  property  of  the  respondent,  and 
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the  purchase  -  made  -  wheh  ^  he  was  a  minor  j  yet       nss. 
he,  aftei!'-  coming  of  age,   settled  accounts  t  with      hekon 
his. guardians,  and  aUowed.of  the  application  of    bu«  of 
the  money,  which  was  a*  confirmation  of.  the  pur-  <»u"«»>"«*»V' 
chase  and  of  the  method  whereby  the  lands  had 
been  conveyed* 

-  The  heirs  of  entail,  not  being  parties  to  the  ac- 
tion, will  not  be  bound  by  any  determination  of  this 
case,  and  they  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been  called, 
that  in  case  the  s^pellant  should  be  obliged  to 
complete  the  purchase,  he  may  be  safe  from  any 
challenge  on  their  part  T 

Pleaded  fo/r  the  BeqHmdent  :'^The  naked  su- 
periority being  the  only  estate  that  was  in  the 
maker  of  the  entail,  that  and  no  more  was,  or 
could  possibly  be  subjected  to  its  fitters ;  the  free 
disposition  of  property  being  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land' incapable  of  restraint  by  implication,  or  with- 
out express  conditions  and  provisions.  .  And  al- 
though accidentally  the  respondent's  titles  are  made 
up  by  resignation,  whereby  the  property  is  conso- 
lidated with  the  superiority,  yet  they  are  capable 
of  being  again  separated  by  a  new  grant  of  the  feu ; 
and  nothing  in  the  entail  hinders  such  a  grant  of 
the  feu,  the  provisions  of  that  settlement  reaching 
no  fiuther,  than  to  the  superiority,  which  is  alone 
contained  in  it. 

Without  admitting  that  such  would  be  the  con- 
sequence of  consolidation  upon  recognition,  or  any 
other  feudal  delinquence,  there  is  a  wide  difference 
between  the  two  cases :  in  the  one,  the  accession  of 
the  property  to  the  superiority  is  a  legal  conse- 
quence  of  the  superiority  ;•  and  there  may  be  some 
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>y^'       cdour  for  saying  that  the  entail  alfects  all  the 

HBRo^      natural  and  neoei^saiy  accessions  to  the  entailed 

Duu  OF     estate,  as  i¥ell  as  the  estate  itself;  but  in  the  pre- 

QUMMBERBY.  g^j^-j.  ^j^g^  ^q  accesdou  of  the  feu  is  no  necessary 

consequence  of  the  reiqpondjfflit's  having  been  pos- 
sessed  of  the  superiority ;  as  superior,  he  had  no 
title  wfaat^ver  to  reassume  the  feu ;  he  purchased 
tanquam  quilibet ;  and  if  his  guardians,  in  his  mino^* 
j%,  thought  fit  to  lay  out  his  money  on  this  pur- 
.chate,  and  to  make  lip  hia  titles  in  the  manner  de« 
9cribed,  which  is  legal,  it  would  be  most  unreason- 
able that  what  was  so  purchased  with  his  own  mo<- 
ney  should  not  be  at  bis  own  disposal. 
Judgment  After  hearing  counsel,  <^it  is  ordered  and  ad<- 

17^.^^'        '^judged,  :&cl  ihat  the*  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 

^^  tiiat  tbe»iitterlocutor  th^ein  oompluned  of  be 
"and is  l»Brehy  affirmed." 

For  the  Appdtent,  C  TulbiO,  and  WiU^  HamU. 

ton. 
For  the  Respondents,   Dwn.  Finies  and   W. 

Nod. 
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17S3- 

lATIUKf 

V. 

cuMMliroy&e. 

Alexander  Ibvine  of  Ciimpnd,^ 
Esq.  and  Wiluam  Irvine  of  Ar-  >  Appellants ; 
tamford,  Esq.  his  brother,      -      J 

Sir   Alexander    Gumming,    Mr.^ 
John  Ogilvie,  James  Gordon, 

Begpamients. 
Creditors  ot'  Alexander  Irvine  < 

Drum,  &o«         ... 

4^  May,  1733. 

CoMFusio.-— A  Ixmd  over  an  entailed  estate  beiBg  granted  to 
the  substitutes  in  the  entail,  and  the  suooession  to  it  having 
opened  to  the  heir  in  possession  of  the  estate,  but  he  not  hav- 
ing made  up  any  tide  to  the  bond,— it  was  found  that  the  debt 
is  not  extinguished  by  confusion  in  his  person,  but  is  still  a 
sttbsistinc  burden  <m  the  estate. 


[FoL  Diet.  i.  p.  196.     Mot.  Diet.  p.  S(m.] 


Allexander  Irvine  of  Drum  tailzied  his  estate  up-  No.  23. 
on  himself,  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  certain  ^^®3* 
other  substitutes.  The  heirs  were  restrained.  £rom 
charging  the  estate  mth  debt,  but  it  was  particu- 
larly .provided  that  all  the  debts  then  or  thereafter 
to  be  contracted  by  the  maker  of  the  entail  should 
remain  a  charge  on  the  estate. 

He  afterwards  executed  a  bond  of  provision  for      issr. 
L(.80,DP0  Scots,  in  favour  of  his  second  son,  Charles, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  whom  failings  to  the 
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^'^^'      heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  person  or  perscms  as 
lEviNEH     he  had  by  the  said  entail  appointed  to  succeed  to 
cuMMiNoAc-  him  in  the  said  estate. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  entailer  and  of  his  two 
sons  without  issue^  the  successimi  as  well  of  the 
entailed  estate  as  of  the  said  bond  of  provision,  de- 
volvecl  upon  Alexander  Irvine,  who  was  served  heir 
of  tailzie  in  the  estate,  but  did  not  expede  any  ser- 
vice to  the 'bond.  ^  He  was  succeeded  by  his  son 
Alexander,  who  did  not  make  up  any  tide/ but  in 
1721  granted  a  bond  for  L.10,000  steiiing  to  Sir 
Alexander  Gumming  in  trust  for  certain  purposes. 
Upon  this  bond  Sir  Alexander  charged  the  said  Alex- 
ander Irvine  to  enter  heir  of  provision  to  Charles  to 
the  said  bond  of  L.80,000,  and  upon  his  renuncia* 
tion,  obtained  an  adjudication  thereof  against  him» 
and  thereailer,  upon  a  like  charge,  to  enter  heir 
of  tailzie  in  the  estate  of  Drum,  obtained  an  ad- 
judication against  the  estate  for  the  sum  of  L.80j000 
Scots.  Sir  Alexander  Gumming  then  brought  a 
process  of  declarator  before  the  Court  of  Session 
against  Alexander  Irvine,  and  the  heirs  of  tailzie, 
to  have  it  found  and  declared  that  the  said  bond 
for  L.80,000  was  a  subsisting  debt  and  burden  on 
the  entailed  estate. 

In  defence  to  this  action,  it  was  objected  that  the 

right  of  succession  to  the  bond,  originally  due  to 

Gharles,  having  descended  to  Alelxander  Irvine,  and 

the  right  of  succession  to  the  entailed  land  estate 

having  likewise  descended  to  him  by  the  death  of 

his  father,  he,  as  heir  of  entail,  became  debtor  for 

the  bond,  and  at  the  same  time  creditor  for  it  as 

heir  of  provision  to  Gharles ;  and  that  therefore  the 

1 
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bcMid  was  merged,  or  extinguished  con/ksione^  the       irss. 
same  person  being  both  debtor  and  creditor.  ikvimeb 

'  Itwasarguedfortfaepursuer.tiiat  Alexander  Irvine  ^*  . 
never  having  made  up  any  title  in  his  person  to  the 
bead,  as  heii"  of  provision  to  Charles,  he  could  not 
have  any  right  thereto.  The  bond  was  an  estate  quite 
distinct  frpm  the  entailed  land  estate ;  and  he  might 
have  taken  up  or  waved  the  succession  to  both  or 
either  as  he  thought  fit  In  fact,  he  had  renounc- 
ed the  bond  in  &vour  of  the  creditors,  who  had- 
completed  a  proper  title  to  it,  and  it  belonged  now 
to  diem  and  not  to  him ;  therefore,  he  never  hav- 
ing been  creditor  in  the  bond,  or  established  any 
^  right  to  it,  the  debt  was  not  merged  or  extinguish- 
ed by  confusion,  but  remained  a  subsisting  debt, 
and  an  eflfectual  charge  on  the  estate,  estabUshed 
in  the  creditors  by  their  adjudication. 
'  The  Lords  found  <*  that  the'  heir  male  of  Muit^  Jui.  i,  i7s«. 
**  hill  being  also  served  heir  of  entail  to  the  estate  of 
'*  Drum,  his  service  does  not  state  him  in  the  right 
of  the  said  bond  of  provision  of  L.80,(XX)  Scots, 
so  as  to  operate  a  confusion-  in  his  person,  and 
that  thi»  Drum  bang  charged  to  enter  heir  in 
special  to  Charles,  and  adjudication  having  there- 
**  on  followed,  does  not  operate  a  confusion  of 
'^  debtor  and  creditor  in  this  Drum's  person;**  and 
therefore  **  found  that  the  said  bond  of  provision  is 
*'  not  extinguished,  but  is  still  a  subsisting  debt  on 
"  the  estate  of  Drum.*' 

Various  judgments,  in  terms  of  these  interlocu- 
tors, were  subsequently  pronounced. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the  4th  and  26th  Januarys  1736,  part  of  an  inl  •^"•^'  ^^^ 
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^^^'  terlocutor  of  the  21at  July,  1727f  and  those  of  the 
IEVINE8  7th  and  22d  February,  I727. 
cvMuiifQ,&c  Pleaded  for  tike  Ji^^peXUmta: — 1.  The  intention 
of  the  entailer  is  apparent,  that  this  bond  should 
merge  in  the  entailed  estate,  otherwise  he  would 
not  have  limited  it,  upon  failure  of  CAar2^  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  to  the  heiis  of  entail.  The 
bond  was  to  descend  to  the  same  person  as  the 
estate^  and  accordingly,  the  present  Drum  haviqg 
right  both  to  the  estate  and  the  bond,  the  bond  be- 
came merged  and  extinguished  caf^fwime. 

2.  It  being  admitted  that  if  the  heir  of  entail, 
now  in  possession,  had  been  served  heir  of  provi- 
sion to  Charles,  the  bond  would  be  merged  and  ex* 
tinguished ;  the  proceedings  at  law  in  this  case  have 
the  san^e  effect,  for  having  by  the  usual  process 
charged  him  to  enter  heir  to  Charles,  such  charge 
to  enter  heir  m,Jlciiattejurig,  of  the  same  force  and 
effect,  as  if  the  heir  so  charged  was  actually  served 
heir,  and  the  bond  must  therefore  be  considered  as 
extinguished. 

Weqdedjbr  the  BejgwuieuU :— -1.  The  heir  firrt 
n^med  to  succeed  to  the  estate  was  Alexander 
Irvine  of  Muithill,  and  the  heir  named  to  succeed 
to,  the  bond  was  thQ  heir  male  of  his  body.  The 
father  had  right  to  the  estate,  and  the  son  right  to 
the  bond  i  so  that  the  granter's  intention  is  mani- 
fesi;,.  that  the  bond  should  remain  a  separate  estate. 

Accordingly  the  succession  to  the  bond  became 
open  to  the  present  Alexander  Irvine  during  his 
father's  lifetime,  and  not  to  the  father;  and  although 
the  successi<Hi  to  the  estate  did  afterwards,  by  the 
death  of  the  father,  open  to  him,  it  was  in  14s 
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power  to  wave  both  successions,  or  either  of  them ;       ^f^s. 
and  therefore,  until  separate  tides  were  made  up  to     ia¥inji« 
both,  the  bond  could  not  be  merged  or  extinguish-  cummuw^&c. 
ed  in  hb  person. 

In  point  of  fact  he  did  wave  the  succession  to 
the  bond,  and  left  it  to  be  affected  by  the  creditors, 
who  have  accordingly  established  a  legal  title  to  it. 

2.  The  plea  that  the  charge  to  enter  heir  was 
equivalent  to  a  sarvice  as  heir,  is  grounded  on  a 
mere  iiction,  and  has  no  foundation  in  law.  Such 
a  charge  gives  the  person  charged  no  right  to  the 
bond,  but  is  merely  a  form  introduced  in  favour  of 
creditors,  by  which  the  debt  may  be  made  a  real 
and  effectual  charge^on  the.  estate  of  the  granter  of 
the  bond« 

After  httuing  counsel,  ^*  it  is  ordered  and  ad^  judgment 
^judged,  &c«  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and^^^^'*^^^ 
*^  that  the.  several  interlocutors  therein  complained 
**  of.be,  and  the  same  are,  hereby  affirmed." 


Appellants,  Dun.  Farbe§. 
F(x  R&fpondeoUjP.  Ykirke^  and  Bo.  DundM. 
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1733. 


ANNANDALE 
HOFB. 


George,  Marquis  of  Annandale,  Appellant ; 
John,  Lord  Hope,  Respondent 

^StAMay,  1733. 

Tenob.— Found  that  the  auus  amusumU  must  be  proved. 
A  charter  and  sasine  proceeding  on  the  procuratory  of  reaigna- 
.  tion  contained  in  a  bond  of  taiLsie,  found  not  sufficient  to  prove 
the  tenor  of  the  bond. 


No.  24.  William,  Marquis  of  Annandale,  in  terms  of  his: 
contract  of  marriage  with  Sophia,  daughter  of  Mr. 
Fairhohn  of  Craigiehall,  executed  a  bond  of  tailzie, 

•  1690. .  by  which  he  settled  his  estates  on  his  son  Janies  in 
fee,  and  himself  in  liferent,  whom  fidling,  the.  other 
heirs  male  of  the  marriage ;  whom  failing,  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  the  heirs  female 
of  the  marriage,  &c. '^^.The  deed  contained  prohi- 
bitions .  against  selling  contracting  debts,  &c.  but 
from  all  these  James,  the  institute,  was  exempted 
and  free.  Upon  the  procuratory  in  this  deed,  a 
crown  charter  was  obtained,  and  infeftment  duly 
taken  thereon. 

The  Marquis  by  a  second  marriage  had  issue, 
the  appellant  and  another  son.  He  was  succeeded 
by  his  son  Marquis  James,  who  made  up  no  other 
title  to  the  estate,  but  possessed  on  the  charter  and 
i7«6.  sasine  above  mentioned.  James  executed  a  volun- 
tary settlement  of  the  estates  in  favour  of  the  re- 
spondent, son  of  his  sister  the  Countess  of  Hope- 
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ton ;  but,  upon  his  death,  the  appdlant,  after  be-       ^^^3- 
ing  served  heir  to  him,  raised  a  reduction  of  this  asva^hale 
settlement,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  contraven-      hope. 
tion  of  the  entail. 

Production  of  the  entail  being  ordered,  and  it 
not  being  to  be  found,  the  appellant  then  founded 
on  his  title  as  heir  of  his  father,  and  insisted  that 
the  settlement  17^  should  be  reduced,  as  executed 
by  one  having  no  complete  title,  the  charter  and 
sasine  being  inept  as  without  a  warrant.  In  order 
to  meet  this  plea,  the  respondent  raised  •an  action 
of  proving  the  tenor,  in  the  course  of  which  he 
produced  the  foresaid  charter  and  sasine,  bearing 
to  be  in  terms  of  the  procuratory,  and  wveral  other  v 
deeds  executed  by  Marquis  William,  which  pro- 
ceeded on  a  recital  of  the  bond  of  tailzie.  .  In  de- 
fence, it  was  pleaded  that  the  casug  amissionis  ought 
to  be  proved ;  that  the  deed  had  been  in  the  hands 
of  Marquis  James  after  his  father's  death }  and  that 
it  contained  other  and  dilferent  clauses  than  what 
appeared  upon  the  charter  and  sasine« 

The  Lords  '*  found  the  cmus  anUmanw  not  ne-  February  i6, 
«  cessary  to  be  proven  in  this  process,  and  found 
<*  the  deed  by  William,  Marquis  of  Annandale, 
<<  which  is  the  warrant  of  the  charter  under  the 
?*  great  seal,  in  the  year  1690,  proven,  to  be  of  the 
"  tenor  libelled  by  the  Lord  Hope,  and  decerned 
*'  in  the  tenor,  and  declared  accordingly."   ^ 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  several  interlocu-  Entered 
tors  of  18th  and' 26th  January,  and  l6th  February*  nss!**^  **' 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant: — 1.  The  respondent 
has  not  proved  the  caeu^  amUnofim^ .  which  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  is  necessary  in  an  action  of  proving 
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^^33,  the  tenor,  in  all  cases  where  it  can  be  supposed 
ANMAWALB  that  thc  poity  who  brings  the  action  may  have  any 
H^pE.  advantage  in  concealing  the  original  deed.  The 
deed  has  been  proved  to  have  been  in  the  posses- 
sion  of  Marchioness  Sophia  for  behoof  of  her  son 
James,  and  its  not  .being  found  now,*  renders  it  ex- 
tremely  probable  that  it  was  destroyed  or  conceal* 
ed,  as  containing  clauses  which  disa:bled  him  from 
making  a. voluntary  conveyance  to  disinherit  his 
brother,  and  separate  the  estate  of  the  family  from 
the  honors. 

@.  The  respondent  has,  at  most,  proved  the  tenor 
only  of  one  part  of  the  deed,  viz.  the  procuratory 
of  resignation,  which  is  all  that  is  or  can  be  insert- 
ed in  a  charter ;  and  the  force  of  this  evidence  de- 
piends  entirely  on  the  jiidgm^it  and  care  of  the 
writer  to  the  signet,  being  the  officei*  who  prepares 
the  signature,  and  from  that  the  charter  for  pass- 
ing the  seals.  But  it  no  way  appears  what  were 
the  narrative  or  dispositive  parts  of  the  deed,  which 
may  have  been,  (and,  accordingto  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  most  probably  were,)stich  as  entirely  dis- 
abled Marquis  James  from  altering  the  succession 
of  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  Marquis  William. 

3.  The  respondent  has  not  proved  that  the*deed 
of  entail  was  duly  signed  by  Marquis  WiBiam,  in 
the  presence  of  two  witnesses  thereto  subscribing, 
or  that  the  names  and  designations  of  the  writer 
and  witnesses  to  llie  deed  were  inserted ;  any  of 
which  circumstances  being  omitted,  the  deed  itself, 
if  it  were  produced,  would  be  of  ho  eflfect 

Pleaded Jbr  the  Respondent : — 1.  In  proving  the 
tenor  of  tide-deeds  to  land  estates;  it  is  not  neces- 
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sagr  to  prove  the  cmus  am$ssumi$f  though  it  may      ^^^ 
be  required  in  the  Jnroof  of  the  tenor  of  bonds,  anmandale 
which  are  extinguished  by  being  retired  into  the      «orB. 
hands  of  the  obliger;  and  this  distinction  has  been 
confirmed  by  repeated  decisions. 

When  procuratories  are  lost,  stolen,  or  destroy* 
ed^  the  proof  of  the  casus  amissionis  is  generally 
not  only  difficult  but  impracticable;  and  if  it  were 
necessary  to  prove  the  same,  many  proprietors,  as 
well  heirs  of  entail  as  others,  must  be  reduced  to  a 
state  of  beggary. 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  suggest  that  clauses  and 
limitations  might  have  been  contained  in  the  pro- 
curatory,  and  omitted  out  of  the  charter,  but  he  who 
makes  such  an  averment  must  support  his  allega- 
tion by  evidence  ;  and  in  this  case,  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  suppose  that  Marquis  William  would 
have  passed  a  charter  in  terms  less  advantageous  to 
himself  than  were  contained  in  the  procuratory, 
which  was  his  own  deed,  or  that  he  would  have 
possessed  the  estate  for  thirty  years  under  this  char- 
ter, without  perceiving  the  difference,  if  tiiere  was 
any,  between  it  and  its  warrant 

2.  The  honesty  and  accuracy  of  aU  employed  in 
public  offices  is  still  to  be  presumed.  This  charter 
passed  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  must  therefore 
be  presumed  to  have  been  accurately  drawn*  Con- 
stant experience  proves  that  charters  are  agreeable 
to  the  procuratories  upon  which  they  follow,  which 
operates  a  presumption,  which  has  been  founded 
on  by  all  lawyers  and  judges,  that  the  tenor  of 
writings  lost  may  be  found  proved  from  charters 
and  sasines  passed  upon  them,  particularly  when 
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^^^      there  are  extant  deeds  under  the  hand  of  tht  granter 


9. 

;  HOPi 


ANNANOALE  whlch  relate  to  the  writing  lost. 

S.  In  most  cases  where  the  deed  is  not  extant, 
it  is  impossible  to  know,  much  more  to  prove,  the 
names  of  the  writer  of^  and  witnesses  to  the  deed, 
but  where  the  contracts  are  proved,  ^they  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  regularly  executed.  So  the 
•House  of  Lords  found,  in  the  case  of  Blackwood  v. 
Hamilton  of  Grange.*  Besides,  in  the  present 
case.  Marquis  William,  by  repeated  deeds  acknow* 
ledging  that  he  executed  the  bond  of  tailzie,  proves 
that  it  wanted  none  of  the  solemnities  of  law. 
Judgment  After  hearing  counsel,  <<  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

May28,i73S.  «c  judged,  &c  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  I6th 

"  February,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Session  found 
<'  the  casus  amissionis  not  necessary  fo  be  proven 
^*  in  this  process ;  and  also  found  the  deed  by  Wil- 
liam Marquis  of  Annandale,  whieh  is  the  warrant 
of  the  charter  under  the  great  seal,  in  the  year 
1690,  proven  to  be  of  the  tenor  libelled  by  the 
said  Lord  Hope,  and  decern  in  the  tenor,  and 
declare  accordingly,  be,  and  the  same  are  here- 
by reversed ;  And  it .  is  hereby  further  ordered, 
*^  that  the  defender  be  assoilzied  from  the  action 
**  of  proving  the  tenor." 

.  For  Appellant,  P.  Forfc,    Dun.  FarbeSy  Bo. 

Dundasj  and  WiU.  GraiU. 
For  Respondent,  C.  Tattndy  Ch.  Areskme,  and 
N.  Fasakerley. 

*  Robertson's  Appeal  Cases,  Ko.  48,  p.  211.     (Forbes,  704.  Mor. 
Diet  p.  15819.) 
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1733. 


OENHAM 


Archibald  Denham  of  Westshield,  1      ■     „  «.,!':,. 

Esq.  Advocate, \AppeJhmt:      »*-- 

Mr.  James  Baillie,  W.  S.  Bespandent 

Stk  June,  17S8. 

■    .      . 

Tikiuns—AcT  1665,  c  S9— -Debt  contracted  by  an  heir  of  en- 
tail not  infeft,  but  possessing  upon  a  general  retoor,  in  wiiich 
the  clauses  of  the  entail  against  contracting  debt  were  not  re- 
peated— found  to  be  not  chargeable  against  the  entailed  lands.   ' 

Found  likewise  that  the  same  debt  was  not  chargeable  on  the 
entailed  lands,  althoqgh  the  entail  had  not  been  recorded  in 
terms  of  the  act. 

Sir  William  Denham  of  Westshield  executed  a  No.  25. 
strict  entail  of  his  estate.  Upon  his  death  without 
issue,  the  succession  devolved  upon  Robert  Baillie ; 
and  no  infeftment  having  followed  upon  the  entail, 
which  was  never  registered,  he  was  retoured  upon 
a  general  service  as  heir  of  provision  to  Sir  Wil- 
liam, without  inserting  in  the  retour  the  condi- 
tions, limitations,  and  irritancies  contained  in  the 
entail.  Upon  this  personal  title  he  possessed  the 
estate  until  his  death,  by  the  style  of  Sir  Robert 
Denham.     He  contracted  considerable  debts. 

In  1719  the  appellant,  being  the  next  substitute, 
brought  an  action  against  Sir  Robert,  (which,  upon 
his  death,  was  continued  against  his  heirs,)  to  have 
it  found  that,  the  clauses  irritant  and  prohibitory  of 
the  entail  not  having  been  inserted  in  the  general 
retour,  an  irritancy  was  incurred  in  terms  of  the 
act  1685,  c.  22.    The  Court  of  Session  found  that  ^^^  "««- 

VOL.  I.  I 


V. 
BAILLIE. 
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^^^^'      the  irritancy  had  been  incurred  j  and  in  virtue  of 
^^^^^?^    their  decree,  the  appellant  was  served  heir  of  entail 
to  Sir  William,  and  entered  on  possession  of  the 
estate.* 

Thereafter,  James  BaUUet  a  creditor  of  Sir  Eo- 
bert  Denham,  brought*  an  action  against  the  appel- 
lant, to  have  it  found  anddedared  '*  that  certain  debts 
*<  due  to  him  from  the  said  Sir  Robert  might  lawfully 
**  affect  the  estate  of  Westshield,  for  that,  when  the 
**  debt  was  contracted  the  debtor  wasln  possession  of 
^^  the  estate,  by  a  right  which  enabled  him  to  affect 
*^  or  convey  the  same*  That  though  the  irritant  and 
^<  resolutive  clauses  in  the  entail  had  been  effectual 
**  against  the  heir  of  entail,  and  did  limit  his  right, 
^*  yet  they  could  have  no  effect  against  his  credi- 
<<  tors,  with  respect  to  whom  the  case  was  the  same 
**  as  if  the  procuratory  of  resignation  had  been  ab- 
**  solute,  without  any  clause  irritant  or  resolutive, 
**  in  regard  that  the  entail  being  made  subsequent 
^<  to  the  act  of  parliament  1685,  it  was  necessary 
<<  that  in  conformity  to  the  .directi(»is  of  that  act 
<^  the  entail  should  be  recorded,  and  the  clauses 
«  irritant  and  resolutive  be  inserted  in  the  convey- 
**  ances  or  titles  under  which  the  heirs  of  entail  pos- 
'*  sessed,  which  being  omitted,  these  clauses  could 
^*  not  be  effectual  against  creditors/* 

In  defence,  it  was  answered,  that  although  a  cre- 
ditor, contracting  with  an  heir  of  entail  infefl,  who 


*  After  the  decidon  of  the  pvetent  cue  in  the  Hmue  of  Lmrds,  thia 
judgment  was  n>pe»led  torn,  and  rcirened.  Febmary  17,  1737. 
Fide  infra. 
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has  omitted  to  insert  in  his  infeftment  tfa6  irritant  ^^^^ 
and  resolutive  clauses,  may  be  secure,  because  he  dbkhak 
contracts  honafide  on  the  faith  of  the  record  where  baillik. 
the  infeftment  is  registered ;  yet  the  case  is  diffe- 
rent where  a  creditor,  as  in  this  case,  contracts  with 
an  heir  of  entail,  who  has  only  a  personal  latent 
right,  limited  by  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses ;  he 
does  not  contract  on  the«  faith  of  any  record,  and 
he  ought  to  have  examined  the  personal  right, 
which  not  appearing  on  any  record,  and  being 
ipso  jure  qualified  by  the  conditions  contained  in 
it,  must  necessarily  be  effectual  against  any  person 
who  contracts  upon  the  footing  of  it  The  purview 
of  the  statute  concerning  entails  is  to  regulate  such 
only  as  being  made  real  by  infeftment,  becoAie  a 
fund  of  credit,  on  which  creditors  or  purchasers 
may  rely. 

The  cause  being  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  ssd  Nov. 
the  Court  found  ''  that  the  said  estate  is  still  aflfect-  ^^^^' 
<<  able  by  the  pursuer,  as  creditor  to  the  said  Robert 
•'  Baillie,"  (Sir  Robert  Denham.) 

This  judgment  was  adhered  to. 

The  a{^al  was  brought  firom  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the  2Sd  and  27th  Nov,  I7SI.  and  tiie  2ad  Nov.  ^^^^  ^ 
and  15th  Dec  17S2« 

Pleaded  Jbr  ike  AppeOant : — ^He  ^o  has  only 
a  personal  right,  oa  which  na  iuieffanent  has^  fid- 
lowed,  limited  by  express,  conditions  net  tp.  cfaavge 
the  estate  with  deb^  cannot,  in  breach  of  those 
conditioi^s,  and  beyond  the  powers  given  hinv  by 
the  title  under  which  alone  he  possesaes,  burden 
the  lands  with  debt. 


»•» 


116     CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^^33.  Although  the  contracting  debt  is  a  breach  of  the 

DENHAM  entail,  and  is  a  just  ground  for  irritating  the  con- 
BAiLUK.  tractor's  right,  it  does  not  thence  follow  that  the 
debt  must  be  a  charge  on  the  estate.  This  is  the 
caise  of  every  irritancy  incurred  by  contracting 
debt ;  the  heir  forfeits  his  right,  but  the  debts  are 
nevertheless  void,  and  wiU  not  affect  either  the 
estate,  or  the  substitute  to  whom  upon  the  foi^eit- 
ure  it  descends. 

'  As  the  respondent  has  contracted,  not  with  an 
heir  of  entail  infeft,  whose  right  might  appear  ab- 
solute, nor  upon  the  faith  of  any  record,  but  only 
upon  the  footing  of  a  personal  right,  expressly  qua- 
lified with  a  prohibition  to  contract  debt,  he  must 
be  affected  with  the  qualities  attending  that  right 
But  the-  act  1685  gives  security  to' those  credi- 
tors only  who  have  bona  fide  contracted  with  per- 
sons who  are  infeft,  and  whose  infeftments  are  re- 
corded without  any  limitation,  whereby  creditors 
contracting  on  the  faith  of  the  record^  may  be  in- 
duced  to  believe  that  the  right  is  simple  and  abso- 
lute. Those  again  who  transact  on  liie  faith  of  a 
personal  right  only  have  no  security  from  the  act, 
and.  ought  to  have  none,  because  it  is  impossible 
to  suppose  that  they  would  transact  without  see- 
ing the  personal  title  of  him  whom  they  trust ;  and 
therefore  they  cannot  be  ignorant  of  the  prohibi- 
tions by  which  he  is  disabled  :&om  contracting 
jdebt.       I*      .     ' 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — ^At  the  time  of 
contracting  this  debt.  Sir  Robert  Denham  was  le- 
gally possessed  of,  and  entitled  to  the  estate,  in  vir- 
tue of  the  original  disposition,  and  his  general  ser- 
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vice  as  heir  of  provision  to  Sir  William  Denham ;       ^^^' 
and  as  that  service  established  in  Sir  Robert  a  good    ^^^^^^ 
right  to  the  lands,  and  there  were  no  restrictions    bailue. 
either  expressed  or  referred  to  in  the  retour  of  that 
service,  and  no  publication  of  the  prohibitory  irri- 
tant, and  resolutive  clauses  contained  in  the  dis- 
position, it  must  reasonably  be  supposed  that  who- 
ever transacted  with  Sir  Robert  must  have  trans- 
acted, on  the  &ith  that  the  lands  then  in  his  pos- 
session were  chargeable  with  his  debts. 

The  respondent  is  a  bona  fide  creditor,  and  can- 
not be  held  to  have  known  the  conditions  of  Sir 
Robert  Denham's  right  to  the  lands ;  the  deed  of 
entail  not  having  been  registered  in  the  proper 
office,  nor  the  disabling  clauses  inserted  in  the  re- 
tour,  which  wasr  the  only  right  in  virtue  of  which 
he  possessed. 

The  register  of  entails  was  intended  to  prevent 
just  creditors  being  deceived  by  heirs  of  entail,  as 
it  made  them  secure  if  they  searched  it  before  con- 
tracting }  but  the  act  cannot  be  construed  to  mean 
that  just  creditors  should  suffer  by  the  default  of 
an  heir  (legally  possessed  of  the  lands  at  the  time) 
not  complying  with  the  directions  of  the  act ;  nor 
in  any  case,  except  where  they  unwarily  transact 
with  an  heir  of  entail  who  has  observed  punctually 
those  directions. 

Personal  tailzies,  as  well  as  real,  are  regulated  by 
the  act  of  parliament,  upon  which  principle  alone 
the  appellant  prevailed  in  his  action  against  the 
heirs  of  Sir  Robert  Denham ;  and  it  would  be 
most  unequitable  to  hold  that  creditors  are  barred 
by  the  same  law  from  recovering  their  just  debts, 


i 
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^^33.      merdy  on  the  ground  that  it  related  to  real  and 
i^EKHAK     not  to  personal  estates.    The  act  has  declared  that 
BAiLus.    ^o  entail  shall  be  real  and  e£fectiial  against  credi- 
tors unless  the  original  deed  is  registered  in  the 
proper  office,  and  the  conditions  and  limitations 
repeated  in  the  rights  and  conveyances  by  which 
the  heirs  of  entail  possess  the  lands ;  and  as  Sir 
Robert  neither  reffstered  the  entail,  nor  repeated 
the'limitations  in  the  retour  of  his  service,  it  is 
clear  that  his  creditors  can  affect  the  lands  with  his 
debt,  notwithstanding  the  danses  in  the  deed,  in 
consequence  whereof  they  descended  to  the  ap^ 
pellant. 
Judgment         After  hearing  counsel,  *^  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
June  5, 1733. ,,  jujged,  &c.  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  esd 

"  November  1791,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Session 
*<  found  *  that  the  estate  of  Westshield  is  still  af- 
^  fectable  by  the  pursuer  as  creditor  to  the  *de- 
*  ceased  Robert  BaiUie  oSm  Denham, '  as  also  the 
**  said  subsequent  interlocutors  complained  of  in 
**  the  said  appeid,  be^  and  the  same  are  hereby  re* 
"  versed." 

For  the  Appellant^  Dun.  Ferhes^  C  Talbot,  Bo. 

DundaB4 
For  the  Respondent,  P.  Yorkcy  Ch.  Arestiue, 

A.  Hume  Campbell. 
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[Fol.  Die  II.  p.  59*  Elddes,  voce  matusl  oontracty  Nob  S.   Mor. 
Dkt.  p.  10111.3 


17S4. 

LUTWIBOE 

V, 


TcKHifAs  LuTWil>o£y  Merchant  inV  gray,&c. 

WhitehaTen ;  and  Peter  How,  > Appellants  i 

Merchant,  his  Assignee,    .    .     / 
Archibald  Gray,  John  BuchaN'*  \ 

HAii,  and  John  King,  Merchants  >ItespandenU. 

in  Olasgow,    •    ^    .    .    .    .    ^ 

23d  February,  1734. 

Mutual  00NTRACT.-*AFPaEioHTMJBNT.—PsRicuiiUM. — Char- 
ter party  is  not  diaaolTed  by  the  loss  of  the  ship.  Freight  is 
stin  dae  6fi  the  part  of  the  caigo  which  is  saved. 

A  i«B8el  being  wredkedy  and  thelM^ters  hs?^  taken  possea- 
sien  of  pajrt  of  the  goods^  and  abandoned  them  to  the  insuren^ 
— Ibcind  that  the  whole  freight  is  dne  for  those  goods,  and 
that  the  freighters  are  primarily  liable. 

The  ship-master  haying  declined  to  cany  the  goods  to  the  end 
of  the  voyage  in  another  ship,  and  the  owners  of  the  goods 
havittgtdken  them  away,*— found  that  freight  jE>ro  rata  iiineris 
is  doe  for  these^althoaf^  they  proved  to  be  ao  damaged  as  to  be 
quite  usdess ;  and  that  the  freighters  are  primarily  liable  for  it. 


By  charter  party  between  Lutwidge  and  the  re-  No.  36. 

spondents,  the  former  became  bound  to  transport 

a  caigo  of  tobacco  from  Virginia  to  Fort-Glasgow, 

at  a  certain  rate  per  ton,  to  be  paid,  one.  half  upon 

the  ship's  discharge,  and  the  rest  within  six  months 

thereafter. 

The  ship  was  wrecked  on  the  coast  of  Ireland, 
and  the  greater  part  of  tlie  cargo  destroyed  or  much 
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^^^^  damaged.  Lutwidge  informed  the  respondents  im- 
LDTwiDov  mediately  of  the  disaster,  and  that  he  intended  to 
GRAvi  &c  send  a  ship  to  transport  the  remainder  of  the  cargo 
to  Port-Glasgow*  The  ship  was  sent,  but  returned 
emptyi  the  respondents  having  previously  sent  their 
agent  to  the  spot,  to  whom  that  part  of  the  goods 
which  belonged  to  them  were  delivered  on  pay- 
ment of  the  salvage,  and  by  whom  they  were  aban- 
doned, and  the  bills  of  lading  indorsed  to  the  in- 
surers at  Bristol. 

The  remainder  belonged  to  merchants  in  Glas- 
gow, whose  agent  it  appears  paid  the  salvage,  and 
was  willing  that  the  goods  should  be  carried  in  the 
ship  which  had  been  sent  for  them,  provided  that 
the  master  would  grant  bills  of  lading  to  deliver 
at  Port-Glasgow  or  Greenock  ;  but  he  declining 
to  do  SO)  or  to  oblige  himself  otherwise  than  by 
receipts  for  the  goods,  binding  him  to  deliver  them 
in  Great  Britain,*  the  agent  freighted  another 
vessel  in  which  they  were  conveyed  to  Glasgow, 
upon  arrival  at  which  place  they  were  destroyed 
as  useless. 

The  respondents  refusii^  to  pay  any  freigfit  be- 
cause the  ship  was  lost,  an  action  was  brought 
against  them  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  it  was 
i78#.  '    found  "  that  freight  was  due  for  that  part  of  the 
cargo  which  was  saved,  though  damnified,  in  re- 
spect of  the  defenders'  intromitting  therewith, 
and  acknowledging  the  property ;  and  that  the 
"  defenders  were  liable  for  the  full  freight  of  all 

«  ^ 

*  This  statement  is  taken  from  the  respondents'  paper  alone^  hut  it 
would  appear  from  circumstances  noticed  at  the  end  of  thb  report, 
that  such  was  held  to  be  the  fact  on  deciding  the  case. 
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the  goods  saved,  notwithstanding  they  were  not       ^^3i. 
brought  by  the  pursuer's  ship  to  the  port  of  de-  lutwidoe~ 
livery."  o»ay,'&c. 

The  cause  was  brought  by  suspension  into  the 
Court  of  Session,  where  it  was  found,  <*  that  the  Febraary  19. 
"  iCOQtract  of  affireightment  was  dissolved  by  the  ^^^' 

total  loss  of  the  ship,  albeit  some  of  the  ship- 
**  wrecked  goods  were  saved  out  of  the  shipwreck ; 
and  that  the  freighters  indorsing  the  bills  of  lad- 
ing to  the  insurers  did  not  subject  the  freight- 
ers to  any  freight  for  the  goods  recovered  by  the 
**  insurers ;  but  found  ^e  merchants  liable  for  the 
**  freight,  pro  rata  itmerisy  of  such  of  the  goods  as 
^  were  brought  to  Glasgow,  notwithstanding  some 
*'  (kT  the  tobacco  was  found  damnified,  and  burnt 
« there."  . 

Upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition  and  answers,     ^^l  ^• 
the  Court  *^  adhered  to  their  former  interlocutors,* 
^  notwithstanding  ^at  the  merchants  employed  an 
*^  agent  to  recover  and  preserve  the  goods  for  the 
"  bdioof  of  the  insurers.'* 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  **  part  of  an  inter-  Entered 
"  locutor  of  the  12th  February,  17S2,  and  the  in-  SS^^i,"'* 
*'  terlocutor  of  the. 5th  July  affirming  the  same.       ^^^* 

Pleadedjbr  the  AppelUmts: — ^It  is  an  established 
rule  by  tbe  maritime  law  of  all  nations,  that  where 
a  ship  is  lost,  and  the  whole  or  part  of  the  cargo^ 
saved,  the  contract  of  affireightment  is  not  resolved, 
and  that  the  freight  is  due  for  so  much  of  the  goods 
as  are  delivered,  seeing  it  is  for  delivery,  of  the 
goods  that  tlie  payment  of  freight  is  stipulated. 

In  cases  of  shipwreck,  it  is  in  the  option  of  the 
master  of  the  ship  to  take  his  freight  pro  raiione 
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^^^♦'  itineris  immensi^  and  to  be  free  of  further  trans- 
LUTwiDGE  pprtation,  or  to  provide  another  ship  to  cany  the 
obayJ  &e.  cargo  to  the  port  of  delivery ;  and  there  is  no  dif- 
ference in  law,  whether  the  ship  be  quite  lost  or 
so  disabled  as  not  to  be  conveniently  repaired* 
The  master  is  entitled  to  the  full  freight  of  the 
goods  saved,  if  he  bring  the  goods  to  the  port 
of  delivery  in  another  hired  ship,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  he  would  have  been  entitled  thereto  had  the 
goods  been  brought  by  the  ship  first  freighted. 

If  the  goods  had  been  brought  in  the  first  ship, 
freight  would  have  been  due  upon  such  parts  of 
the  cargo  as  were  even  damaged  by  stressi  of  wea^ 
ther,  or  other  accidents,  provided  it  was  not  through 
the  fiuilt  of  the  master  or  mariners ;  and  the  fireig^t- 
ers  cannot  give  up  part  of  their  cargo,  because  of 
less  value  than  the  ^'eight,  and  retain  another  part 
which  may  be  in  good  condition.  They  must  either 
abandon  the  whole  to  the  master  of  the  ship  or  pay 
the  whole  freight    An  abandonment  to  the  master 
frees  from  freight,  because  it  enables  him  to  .diqxise 
of  the  e&cts ;  but  an  abandonment  made  toany  other 
person,  which  authorises  that  other  person  to  inter- 
cept the  effects,  from  the  master,  is  properly  an  as- 
signment ;  and  with  respect  to  the  master,  is  the 
same  thing  as  if  the  proprietor  had  laid  hold  of  the 
goods  and  taken  them  into  his  own  custody.    And 
^though merchants  insuiing,inorder  to  entitle  them 
to  the  insurance  money,  must  assign  their  right  in  the 
goods  to  the  insurers^  by  indorsing  the  bills  of  lad- 
ing ;  yet  such  assignment  is  only  an  abandonment  to 
the  insurers,  not  to  the  master.  And  the  fact  of  their 
having  made  that  abandonment  effectual,  by  their 
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agent's  claiming  the  goods,  and  Conveying  them  to      'y^- 
Bristol  for  behoof  of  the  insurers,  in  prej  udice  of  the  i-^t  widob 
appellant's  right  of  retention,  is  the  foundation  of  his   gkay,  && 
claim  against  them ;  they  having  thus  enabled  the 
insurers  to  recover  the  goods  which  they  themselves 
had  no  right  to,  except  upon  payment  of  the  freight 
They  must  therefore  be  liable  to  the  appellant,  who 
was  thus  by  their  act  and  deed,  deprived  of  the  se- 
curity which  he  had  an  undoubted  right  to  re- 

Although  the  goods  wei^  not  brought  to  the 
port  of  discharge,  yet  since  the  appellant  had 
sent  another  ship  for  transporting  them,  the  re- 
spondents were  answerable  for  the  whole  freight, 
inaimuch  as  it  was  only  through  their  refusing  to 
deliver  them  that  they  were  not  brought  to  the 
port  of  deliveiy. 

'  The'  appellants  are  not  bound  to  sue  the  insu- 
rers, or  the  other  merchants  at  Glasgow  with 
whom  they  had  no  contract,  but  only  the  respon- 
denfa,  who  entered  into  the  charter  party,  and  be- 
came  therefore  bound  to  pay  the  freight 

Pleaded Jhr  the  Respondents: — ^No  freight  could 
be  due  upon  the  charter  party,  the  ship  having 
been  lost ;  and  even  as  to  that  part  which  was  re- 
covered out  of  the  sea,  no  freight  could  be  de- 
manded either  in  law  or  equity,  the  same  having 
been  so  damnified  that  it  was  useless  to  the  mer- 
chant, and  could  not  be  admitted  to  an  entry,  and 
therefore  was  burnt  at  the  scales. 

At  all  events,  they  could  be  only  liable  for  a 
proportional  part  of  the  freight  for  what  was  saved. 


124  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 


1784. 


viz.  from  Virginia  to  Youghall  in  Ireland,   and 
LUTwiDGB    therefore  the  remainder  of  the  voyage  ought  to  be 
e-BAY,  &c.    deducted. 

The  charter  party  being  dissolved  by  the  loss  of 
the  ship,  the  appellant  had  only  a  claim  in  equity, 
in  so  far  as  the  proprietors  of  the  tobacco  were 
profited,  and  therefore  freight  ought  only  to  be 
paid  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  tobacco  after 
deduction  of  the  salvage. 

The  respondents  having  abandoned  the  tobacco 
to  the  insurers,  as  by  law  they  might  and  were 
obliged  to  do,  any  freight  which  the  appellant 
could  claim,  was  due  by  the  insurers  and  not  by 
the  respondents ;  and  he  had  his  remedy  against 
the  insurers  either  by  action  or  detention,  which 
would  have  been  competent  to  him  if  he  would  have 
paid  the  salvage. 

He  had  no  claim  upon  tlie  respondents  for  the 

freight  of  the  tobacco  which  was  not  abandoned  to 

the  insurers ;  but  his  claim,  if  he  had  any,  would 

lie  against  the  merchants  to  whom  it  belonged. 

Judgment        After  hearing  counsel,  '*  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

Feb.  «s.  1784.  uj^jg^j^    &c.   That  the  said  interlocutor,  and 

**  the  affirmance  thereof,  complained  of  in  the 
said  appeal,  be  and  are  hereby  reversed;  and 
it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the  said  respon- 
**  dents  are  liable  for  the  full  freight  of  such 
**  goods  as  were  given  up  to  the  insurers,  and 
for  the  freight  pro  rata  iiineris  of  such  of  the 
goods  as  were  brought  to  Glasgow,  notwith- 
standing some  of  the  tobacco  was  found  damni- 
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"  fied  and  burnt  there.*' 
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For  Appellants,  JDun.  Forbes,  Wm.  Murray.  i^"wim. 

For  Respondents,  Ro.  Dundas,  WUL  HamiUan. 


V. 

OKAY,  &e. 


In  the  Fd.  Dictionary^  and  in  Morrison's  Dictionary,  this  case  is 
teported  without  any  notice  of  the  reTcrtaL  In  Elchiea  it  is:  proper* 
ly  stated,  and  likewise  in  Bell's  Commentaries,  I.  p.  480.  Note. 
The  drenmstiaioes  are  also  detailed  in  Abbot's  kw  of  shipping,  p. 
316  (Edit  1812.) 

In  deciding  the  case  of  Luke  et  aUi  ▼.  Lyde  (Burrow  II.  889,) 
Lord  Mansfield,  founding  upon  the  present  case,  (in  which  he  had 
been  counsel)  remarked  "  that  it  was  wdl  considered  in  the  House 
**  of  Lords,  and  that  Lord  Talbot  gaye  the  reasons  of  the  judgement 
''  of  the  House  at  length." 

"  The  House  of  Lords  determined  upon  these  reasons,  (delivered 
«'  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  Talbot,) '  That  the  whole  freight  was  due 
'  upon  the  goods  sent  to  Bristol,  because  the  master  oflfered  a  ship  to 
'  carry  the  goods  to  Glasgow,  which  was  the  port  of  delivery.  But 
'  as  the  master  declined  carrying  the  other  goods  to  Glasgow,  (the 
•'  port  of  their  delivery)  they  determined  that  as  to  them,  he  ought 
'  to  be  paid  only  pro  rata,  ▼!<•  m  much  as  was  proportionable  to  his 
'  cairying  them  to  Youghall,  the  place  where  the  accident  happen* 
/  ed.^    And  this  was  all  agreeable  to  the  maritune  law." 

Lord  Mansfield  farther  says,  ''  it  is  quite  immaterial  what  the 
"  merchant  made  of  the  goods  afterwards ;  for  the  master  has  no- 
«f  thing  at  all  to  do  with  the  goodness  or  badness  of  the  market;  nor 
"  inde^  can  that  be  properly  known,  till  after  the  freight  is  paid  ; 
"  for  the  master  is  not  bound  to  deliver  the  goods,  tiU  after  he  is 
"  paid  his  freight.  *  No  sort  of  notice  was  taken  of  that  matter  in 
"  the  caie  of  Lutwidge  and  How  v.  Gray,  in  the  House  of  Lords  ; 
**  and  yet  there  the  tobacco  was  damaged  very  greatly;  even  so  mudi 
«« that  part  of  it  was  burnt  at  the  scales  in  Glasgow." 
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ROXBURGH 
V, 

wAucHOPB.  John,  Duke  of  Roxburgh,  Appellant; 


James  Don,  oUm  Wauchope,  of*) 


EdmoDStone,  Esq.         -  J 


iS/  e  Cbn/^a. 


5th  March,  1734- 

Tailzib*— Circumstanoes  under  which  a  feu-charter  by  aa  heir 
of  entail  was  reduced  as  granted  a  non  kabetUe  poiesiaiem, 
although  power  to  feu,  without  diminution  of  the  rental,  was 
given  by  the  entail. 

Pbbscription.— -Lands  being  possessed  under  a  lease,  and  a 
feu  of  the  same  subsequently  granted,  it  was  fimnd  that  the 
possession  continued  to  be  in  virtue  of  the  lease,  and  that 
prescription  against  the  right  of  challenging  the  feu,  com- 
menced only  at  the  expiry  of  the  lease,  and  not  from  the  date 
of  the  feu-charter. 

J08  Tertii.— It  being  objected  to  the  title  of  an  heir  pursuing 
a  reduction  of  his  ancestor's  deed,  as  a  contravention  of  the 
entail,  that  the  contravention  implied  the  forfeiture  of  hia 
own  right,««-the  objection  was  repelled  as  being^'ai  teriu  to 
one  who  did  not  claim  under  the  entaiL 

No.  S7*    The  entail  of  the  earldom  and  estate  of  Rox- 
burgh  contains  the  following  clause;  **  Reserv- 
ing alwa3rs  to  the  said  heirs  of  entail,  liberty  and 
privilege  of  granting  feus  and  rentals  of  such 
«<  parts  and  portions  of  the  said  estate  as  shall 
seem  expedient  to  them,  provided  the  same  shall 
no  ways  be  granted  in  lesion  or  diminution  of 
**  the  rental  of  the  lands  and  others  aforesaid,  as 
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**  the  same  shall  hi^pen  to  pay  at  the  time  of  the       itsj. 
"  succession  of  the  said  heir  to  the  same."  "  Duke  op 

Earl  Robert,  the  maker  of  this  entail,  granted  *^*"^';»^" 
to  Alexander  Don,  in  consideration  of  his  services,  ^"*'"^''' 
a  lease  of  certain  lands  for  the  term  of  his  life- 
time, and  nineteen  years  after  his  deatib,  at.  the 
yearly  rent  of  L.6  Scots.    The  lease  recited  that 

*  the  Earl  had  formerly  granted  to  Mr.  Don  a 

*  bond  for  500  merks  yearly  pension  for  lifb ;  and 
'  that  the  lands  were  charged  with  certain  annui- 

*  ties  which  Mr.  Don  became  bound  to  clear.'^ 
It  provided  that  Mr.  Don  *^  did  accept  of.  the 

*  said    lease    in    satisfaction    of  the    said   pen- 
^  sion ;    and  that  the  lands  should  be  redeem- 

*  able  by  the  Earl,  his  heirs  or  assignees,  upon 

*  payment  of  10,000  merks.**  It  was  likewise  pro- 
vided that  at  the  expiry  of  the  lease  he  should 
be  allowed  the  expenses,  not  exceeding  the  sum 
of  fiOOO  merks  Scots,  of  repairs  upon  buildings, 
&c. 

Earl  Robert  was  succeeded  by  Earl  William,  May  ii,i65o. 
who  shortly  afterwards  granted  to  Mr.  Don  a 
feu  ch^trter  of  the  same  lands,  for  the  yearly  feu- 
duly  of  L.79  10s.  Scots}  upon  which  infeftment 
followed. 

AAer  the  death  of  Earl  William,  an  action  was 
raised  in  1685  by  his  son,  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
ting aside  this  conveyance,  but  it  was  not  proceed- 
ed in. 

In  17^  the  Duke  of  Roxburgh  brought  an  ac« 
tion  for  having  it  declared  that  the  lease  was  ex- 
pired,*-Alexander  Don  the  lessee  having  died  in 
1687  f  and  that  the  conveyance  ancl  feu-charter  were  , 
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^^^^      void  and  null,  having  be6n  granted  by  one  who,  by 
P^KB  OF    the  entail,  was  disabled  from  making  any  alienation 
of  the  estate. 

In  defence  it  was  objected  to  the  tide  of  the 
Duke,  that  if  the  grant  of  the  feu^right  in  question 
should  be  construed  a  contravention,  it  would,  by 
the  express  words  of  the  entail^  create  a  forfeiture  of 
the  right  of  the  Duke,  who  was  the  male  heir  of  the 
granter,  and  possessed  the  estate  as  such.  Besides 
this,  by  the  entail,  express  powers  are  given  to  grant 
feus  of  the  lands,  if  the  yearly  profit  is  not  there- 
by diminished  from  what  it  was  at  the  time  of  the 
succession  opening  to  the  granter,  and  by  the 
feu  in  question  the  rent  had  been  increased;  It 
was  farther  pleaded  that  the  action  was  barred  by 
prescription,  the  defender  and  his  ancestors  having 
possessed  for  above  40  years. 

To  the  objection  to  the  title,  the  Duke  answefp 
ed,  that  it  wssjus  tertU  to  the  defender,  who  could 
have  no  right  to  profit  by  the  contravention.  He 
farther  maintained,  that  the  feu-duty  stipulated  to 
be  paid  was  not  adequate  to  the  profits  of  the 
lands,  and  was  an  elusory  and  not  a  real  rent.*  As 
to  the  ddence  of  prescription,  he  answered  that 
the  action  which  was  brought  in  16S5  was  a  suffi- 
cient interruption  of  the  course  of  the  prescription, 
and  even  although  that  action  had  not  been  raised, 
still  Mr.  Don,  having  entered  to  possession  by 
virtue  of  a  lease,  which  is  no  foundation  for  .the 
plea  of  prescription,  could  not,  although  he  after- 
wards obtained  a  feu-charter,  alter  or  change  the 
title  of  his  possession,  until  the  lease  expired }  and 
therefore  prescription  necessarily  requiring  posses- 
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sion  upon  charter  and  seisin,  it  could  not  commence      ^^^*' 
until  the  termination  of  the  lease.  ^^^^  o' 

The  Lord  Ordinary  *^  repelled  the  objection  to        «. 
AeDuke-.  tide.  Z  .uM^d  *e  Je,"  ™d^-- 
having  reported  the  other  points  to  the  Court,  their 
Lordships  found,  '*  that  the  prescription  propon-  Dec.  19. 
^*  ed  for  John  Wauchope  the  defender,  commenc- 
**  ed  from  the  date  of  the  charter  in  the  year  1650, 
''  and  not  from  the  ish  of  the  tack,  but  found  the 
^'jsaid  prescription  interrupted  by  the  process  rais- 
**  ed  in  the  year  1685,  and  found  that  William, 
Earl   of  Roxburgh,  had  sufficient   pollers  to 
grant  the  said  feu-charter  and  disposition ;  and 
therefore  repelled  the  reason  of  reduction  of 
the  said  charter  and  disposition,  as  granted  a  twn 
"  habente  potestatem/* 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Duke,  from  that  Entered 
part,  of  this  interlocutor,  which  finds  that  the  pre-*^*"'*®'  ^^^* 
scription  commenced  from  the  date  of  the  feu- 
charter  in  1650,  and  not  from  the  expiry  of  the 
lease;  likewise  from  that  part  which  finds  that 
Earl  William  had  sufficient  powers  to,  grant  the 
said  feu-charter  and  disposition. 

A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  Mr.  Wauchope,  April  9, 1733. 
from  the  interlocutor  of  the  21st  July,  repell- 
ing the  objection  to  the  Duke's  title  to  pursue ; 
and  also  from  that  part  of  the  other  interlocutor 
which  finds  that  the  prescription  is  interrupted  by 
the  process  raised  in  1685. 

ON  THE  ORIGINAL  APPEAL. 

Pleaded  for  the  Apjjeilant  i-^l .  As  Earl  W  il- 

VOL,  I.  K 
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^^^^'  liam  4iad  no  powers  to  alienate  any  part  of  the 
^™™  estate,  the  power  reserved  to  grant  feus  or  leases 
without  diminution  of  the  rental,  could  never  be 
applied  to  the  present  case,  where  the  lands  were 
given  away  on  account  of  services,  but  not  let  for 
what  could  properly  be  called  a  rent,  but  only  an 
elusory  acknowledgment  It  is  evident  that  the 
ten  shillings  (L.6  Scots)  payable  by  Alexander 
Don,  was  not  the  rule  at  which  the  heirs  of  entail 
were  at  Uberly  to  feu  the  land;  for  as  the  10,000 
merks  payable  for  redeeming  the  lease,  and  the 
2000  merks  allowed  for  repairs  and  buildings,  were 
to  bear  no  interest  during  the  term  of  the  lease,*— 
as  Alexander  Don  was  bound  to  clear  off  the  an-- 
nuities  payable  out  of  the  lands,  and  to  release 
the  pension  of  ^00  merks  due  to  himself  for  life,—* 
a  discharge  of  these  incumbrances  must  be  con- 
strued as  an  equivalent  and  consideration  in  place 
of  so  much  rent,  over  and  above  the  nominal  rent 
of  ten  shillings. 

2.  Supposing  that  the  heir  of  entail  had  power 
to  grant  a  feu  for  a  feu-dhty  of  no  greater  extent 
than  the  rent  contained  in  the  lease  from  Earl 
Robert,  yet  he  could  not  release  the  casualties 
which  attend  the  right  of  superiority,  and  which 
would  be  more  beneficial  to  the  succeeding  heir  of 
entail,  than  this  rent  stipulated ;  for  such  release 
would  be  directly  contrary  to  the  nature  of  a 
feudal  right,  by  whiqh  the  superior  is  entitled  to 
all  the  usual  casualties.  The  power  to  grant  feus 
cannot  be  otherwise  understood  than  of  proper 
feus,  attended  with  the  usual  casualties  and  pro- 
fits arising  from  the  nature  of  a  feu. 
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3.  The  prescription  cannot  be  counted  but  from       ^73». 


the  expiry  of  the  lease  ;  because, — Alexander  Don  »ui[»  op 
having  only  a  temporary  right  by  lease,  in  virtue  i,"*^" 
of  which  he  held  the  lands  as  tenant  to  Earl  Ro-  ^^"chopi. 
bert, — ^when  he  obtained  the  feu  from  Earl  Wil- 
liam, he  could  not  by  the  law  of  Scotland  invert 
that  possession  during  the  currency  of  the  lease, 
and  acquire  a  right  of  property  in  prejudice  of  his 
right  under  the  lease,  and  in  prejudice  of  the  heirs 
of  entail.  During  the  continuance  of  the  lease 
every  heir  of  entail  was  under  a  disability  of  pro- 
ceeding  against  him  with  any  efiect ;  for  during 
that  time  he  could  not  possibly  remove  the  lessee 
from  possession ;  and  as  no  prescription  can  take 
place  against  an  action,  but  from  the  time  at  which 
such  action  could  have  been  effectually  instituted, 
there  is  no  room  for  it  in  the  present  case. 

There  was  no  homologation.  The  receipts  were 
granted  by  the  heir's  steward,  and  although  the  sum 
was  in  them  erroneously  called  a  feu-duty,  it  Was 
not  the  exact  sum  specified  in  the  charter.  Such 
receipts  can  never  be  construed  into  an  approba- 
tion of  the  title,  as  has  of):en  been  adjudged  in 
similar  cases. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — 1.  Restrictions 
cannot  by  construction  be  extended  beyond  .  the 
words  of  the  deed,  and  there  is  here  no  restraint 
upon  the  power  of  feuing,  except  in  the  proviso 
that  the  rent  or  feu-duty  should  not  be  diminished 

prout  tempore  successionis  diet,   haeredum  ii^-* 

dem  persolvere  contigerit.'*  No  greater  rent 
had  ever  been  paid  out  of  these  lands  than  L.6 
Scots,  and  therefore  the  feu-duty  of  L.y,  10s.  was 


it 
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1734.       a  higher  rent  than  what  was  payable  to  the  .  heir 


DUKE  OF  upon  the  opening  of  the  succession  ;  neither  can 
aoxBURGH  ^^  yearly  pension  and  liferents  be  accounted  any 
wAucHOPJ!.  part  of  the  rent,  because  the  liferents  determined 
with  the  life  of  the  liferenters,  and  the  pension 
with  that  of  Alexander  Don,  and  the  lease  was 
to  subsist  for  nineteen  years  after  his  death,  yet  no 
more  was  to  be  paid  in  these  events  than  the  above 
rent.  That  rent  had  been  fixed  by  the  maker  of 
the  entail,  and  therefore  could  not  by  any  heir 
claiming  under  his  deed,  be  objected  to  as  elusory, 
especially  as  Earl  Robert  could  not  be  ignorant 
that  the  lands  were  of  greater  value,  the  lease  re- 
citing the  other  considerations  for  which  it  was 
granted. 

2.  The  prestations  to  the  superior  may  be,  and 
commonly  are  regulated  pactis  et  provisianibus  ho- 
ndnum^  and  therefore  the  power  of  feuing  being 
limited  only  to  the  .effect  that  the  rental  should 
not  be  diminished,  the  releasing  certain  casualties 
payable  by  some  feuars  to  their  superiors,  was  not 
inconsistent  with  that  power.  Besides,  these  ca- 
sualties were  only  released  during  the  lifetime  of 
Alexander  Don. 

3.  Nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  every  land- 
lord or  tenant  may,  by  agreement  between  them- 
selves, change  the  nature  of  the  tenant's  possession, 
and  that  the  landlord  may  grant,  and  the  tenant 
accept,  in  lieu  thereof^  any  new  deed  which  the 
landlord  has  the  power  to  execute. 

The  heir  of  entail  had  a-  power  to  redeem  the 
lease,  and  therefore  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
non  valens  agere.   Moreover,  during  the  subsistence 
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of  the  lease,  he  might  have  brought  an  action  of      ^^^*' 
reduction  of  the  feu-charter,  of  which  he  could  not    »"»■  ®' 
be  Ignorant,  because  the  infeftment  was  upon  re-        v. 
cord,  and  the  acquittances  granted  yearly  referred  ''^"C"®'"- 
to  it,  the  rent  being  paid  from  the  year  1650  ac- 
cording to  it,  and  not  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  lease. 

ON  THE  CROSS  APPEAL. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant^  (Mr.  Wamchcpe)  :— 
1.  If  this  feu-charter  was  a  contravention  of  the 
entail,  the  necessary  consequence  of  it,  by  the  very 
words  of  the  entail,  was  a  forfeiture  of  the  right 
of  the  granter  and  aU  his  issue ;  and  therefore  the 
Duke,  who  claims  as  heir  of  the  body  of  the 
granter  so  forfeiting,  had  no  title  whatever  to  carry 
on  any  suit  concerning  the  lands  entailed,  or  any. 
.  part  of  them. 

2.  It  appears,  that  in  the  action  of  improbation, 
in  the  year  1685,  to  which  Sir  Alexander  Don 
with  many  other  persons  were  made  parties,  no 
particular  writing  is  speciaUy  mentioned  in  the 
summons ;  and  it  is  a  settled  point  that  no  action 
can  interrupt  prescription,  unless  not  only  .the  title 
is  particularly  called  for  in  the  summons,  but  also 
the  objection  libelled,  of  which  the  pursuer  could 
avail  himself.  Here  no  reason  of  reduction  was 
libelled,  except  that  of  falsehood,  which  is  perpe- 
tual in  its  own  nature,  and  on  which  the  Duke  does 
not  now  insist. 

Pleaded  for  the  Reepandent,  (the  Duke  J : — 
1.  The  objection  to  the  title  is  Jus  tertii  to  Mr. 
Wauchope,  being  competent  only  to  an  heir  of 


ROXBURGH 

v. 

WAUCHOFK. 
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1734,  entail,  but  not  to  a  third  party ;  and  even  sup- 
DUKE  OF  posing  it  had  been  made  by  an  heir  of  entail,  it 
would  now  be  barred  by  prescription,  no  heir  hav- 
ing pretended  to  take  advantage  of  it  for  upwards 
of  forty  years,  during  which  tlie  descendants  of 
Earl  William  have  enjoyed  the  estate  without  chal- 
lenge in  virtue  of  their  retoiu^  as  heirs  of  entail  to 
each  other. 

2.  The  prescription  was  interrupted  by  the  ac- 
tion brought  against  Mr.  Wauchope's  ancestor  in 
1685,  the  object  of  which  was  to  void  and  set 
aside  his  title  to  the  lands,  and  in  which  several 
proceedings  were  had.  Since  that  time  the  mino- 
rity of  the  Duke  excludes  the  plea. 
Judgment  .  Afler  hearing  counsel,  *'  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
MarchSjiTs*.  «<  judged,  &c.  that  such  parts  of  said  interlocutor 

"of  19th  December,  1732,  whereby  die  Lords  of 
"  Session  found  that  the  prescription  proposed  for 
"  the  defenders  commenced  from  the  date  of  the 
"  charter^  anno  1650,  and  not  from  the  ish  of  the 
"  tack ;  and  that  William,  Earl  of  Roxburgh,  by 
"  the  tailzie  had  sufficient  powers  to  grant  the  feu- 
"  charter  and  disposition  in  the  appeal  mentioned, 
"  and  therefore  repelled  the  reason  of  reduction, 
propoaed  for  the  pursuer,  of  the  said  charter  as 
granted  a  nan  hahente  potestatem^  and  of  the 
said  disposition,  be,  and  is  hereby  reversed ;  and 
"  it  is  hereby  further  ordered,  that  the  cross  ap- 
peal of  the  said  James  Wauchope,  be^  and  is 
hereby  dismissed,  without  prejudice  to  the  ques- 
"  tion  relating  to  the  interruption  of  the  prescrip- 
"  tion  when  a  proper  case  shall  come  before  this 
"  House  ;  and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged. 
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"  that  the  said  mterlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary       ^^^4. 
of  the  2l8t  July,  17S2,  be,  and  is  hereby  affirm-  "mjiTop" 
ed  ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  prescrip-   *  ^^^^^^ 
tion  pleaded  for  John  Wauchope,  the  defender,  '^-^uchope. 
*<  commenced  &om  the  termination  of  the  lease, 
**  and  not  from  the  date  of  the  charter,  and  that 
'<  William,  Earl  of  Roxburgh,  by  the  entail,  had 
'<  not  sufficient  powers  to  grant  the  feu-charter  and 
"  conve3rance.'' 

For  Appellant,  P.   Yarie,  So.  JDundas^   Wm. 
Murray. 

For  Respondent,  Dun.  Forhes,  C  TattniU  Ch. 
Areskine. 
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irsi. 


ANDERSONS 

V, 
▲NDEESONS. 


Re^p(mdent8. 


Thomas  Anderson,  the  Elder, .  an 
*    Idiot,  by  William  Chatto,  Writer, 

his  Curator ;  and  Thomas  An-  -    .      n    *  . 

derson,  the  Younger,  Eldest  Son  \    ^^^         * 

of  the  said  Thomas  Anderson, 

Paupers, 

Isabel  Anderson  and  John  Bull, 
her  Husband;  Willi  am  Coutts, 

.  Husband  to  the  Deceased  Eliza- 
beth Anderson,  and  Robert 
Geddes,  their  Assignee,     -    - 

18^  March,  1784. 

FbOVISION  to   HBIR8  AND   CHILDREN. — CONSTRUCTION — In  a 

marriage  oontract^  a  sum  of  money  being  provided  to  the  hus- 
band in  liferent/  and  the  eldest  sqn  of  the  marriage  in  fee, 
and  a  portion  being  settled  on  Uie  daughters,  to  be  paid  on 
their  respective  marriages, — it  was  found  that  the  father  was 
obliged  to  pay  the  same  to  the  daughters  upon  becoming  due, 
notwithstanding  there  would  not  be  left  sufficient  funds  for 
payment  of  the  provision  to  the  eldest  son. 

It  was  found  that  the  son  had  no  interest  to  dispute  this  daim, 
and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  be  ranked  'pari  passu  with  the 
daughters  on  the  funds  of  the  father. 

It  being  provided,  that,  in  the  event  of  there  being  three  daugh- 
ters of  the  marriage,  a  certain  sum  should  be  paid  among  them 
according  to  specified  proportions ;  and  there  being  horn  four 
daughters, — it  was  found  that  the  fourth  daughter  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  share  of  that  sum,  although  no  other  provision 
.was  made  for  her. 


No.  28.  Thomas  Anderson,  the  elder,  in  his  marriage  set- 
tlement, became  bound  to  secure  upon  lands  or 
annual  rents  the  sum  of  30,000  merks  in  favour  of 
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Jiitnself  in  liferent,  and  the  eldest  son  of  the  mar-      ^734> 
riage  in  fee,  which  failing,  to  himself,  his  heirs  and  Andersons 
assignees  whatsoever.     The  deed  also  contained  andersonb. 
the  following  clause :  '*  And  in  case  there  should 
happen  to  be  only  one  daughter  of  tlie  said  mar- 
riage, he  obliged  him,  Ids  heirs  and  executors,  to 
content  and  pay  to  her,  her  heirs  and  assignees, 
*<  the  sum  of  18,000  merks;  if  two  daughters,  the 
<'sam  of  i20,000  inerks,  whereof  11,000  to  the 
<*  eldest,  and  9000  to  the  youngest ;  and  if  three 
'<  daughters,  the  sum  of  30,000  merks,  whereof 
*'  12,000  to  the  eldest,  10,000  to  the  second,  and 
6000  to  the  youngest,  payable  within  year  and 
day  next  after  their  respective  marriages/' 
There  was  issue  of  the  marriage,  two  sons  and 
four  datighters* 

The  eldest  daughter  Isabel  having  married,  an  n^i. 
action  was  brought  by  her  a^nd  her  husband  against 
her  father  for  1S,000  merks,  as  her  portion  under 
the  marriage  contract.  It  was  pleaded  in  defence, 
that  by  the  marriage  contract,  only  30,000  merks 
alfa^ether  were  to  be  settled,  and  there  being  a  son 
to  whom  this  sum  was  first  provided,  the  daughters 
could  claim  nothing  under  the  contract  The 
Lords  "  found  that  the  provisions  to  the  daughters  February  is, 
**  did  take  place,  and  were  effectual  to  them,  though 
<<  there  were  sons,  one  or  more  of  the.  marriage, 
"  providing  the  effects  of  Mr.  Thomas  Anderson, 
**  the  father,  were  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
<<  riage  to  satisfy  both  the  30,000  merks  provided 
"  to  the  three  daughters,  and  the  30,000^'merks 
"  which  he  was  to  secure  to  himself  in  liferent  and 
"  the  eldest  son  in  fee." 
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^^34.  Various  proceedings  followed,  which  it  is  un- 

ANDEBsoNtf  nccessaiy   to   detail ;    and   also    in    similar   ac- 
AKDERsoHs.  tioHS  sevenJly  brought  by  the  three  other  daugh- 
ters.* 

Thereafter,  Thomas,  the  younger,  who  had  been 
a  minor  during  these  processes,  and  no  party  to 
them,  brought  an  action  of  reduction  and  decla- 
rator to  have  the  several  decrees  pronounced  there- 
in reduced,  and  to  have  it  declared  that  the  sum 
of  30,000  merks  was  provided  and  secured  to  the 
eldest  son  of  the  marriage,  and  that  the  provision  to 
the  daughters,  as  it  was  made  subsequently  to  that 
in  favour  of  the  son,  was  not  to  commence  or  have 
effect,  but  upon  failure  of  issue  male. 

In  defence,  it  was  stated  for  the  daughters,  that 
Thomas,  the  younger,  had  no  title  to  qUarrel  the  de- 
crees pronounced  in  their  favour,  because  the  only 
interest  he  had  by  the  marriage  settlement,  was  to 
take  30,000  merks  provided  to  be  secured  to  his  fa- 
ther in  liferent  and  himself  in  fee,  to  which  sum,  as  it 
devolved  on  him  only  at  his  father's  decease,  and 
was  subject  to  his  father's  power,  he  had  no  pretence 
of  right  till  after  his  father's  death ;  and  therefore 
he  could  not  maintain  any  action  to  set  aside  judg- 
ments obtained  by  the  daughters  for  securing  por- 

*  In  UieacUonnigedbytheyoiingestdaiigliter,  for  whomnotpe- 
dfic  proiision  ww  mad^  in  the  maniage  eontnct»  it  was  found  (31st  . 
July  1729)  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  proportional  share  with  her  sis- 
ters of  the  30^000  merks  provided  to  the  daughters  of  the  marriage* 
And  by  a  snbseqnent  interlocutor  (18th  Noremher  1789^)  the  Court 
adhered,  and  decreed  the  other  sisters  to  pay  back  to  her  the  propor- 
tion of  what  they  had  reoeived,  so  as  to  make  her  share  4500  merks. 
These  judgments  were  reversed  under  the  present  appeal.  The  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Session  upon  this  point  is  reported,  (FoL  Diet. 
I.  p.  441,  Mor.  Diet  p.  6590,)  but  without  any  notice  of  the  rerersal. 
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tions  th^t  fell  due  many  years  before.    But  even       ^^3^' 
supposing  that  he  had  a  tide,  he  would  be  exclud-  amdeksoms 
ed  by  these  judgments,  which  formed  so  many  res  andirboms. 
JudicatiB,  deciding  the  question  in  point 

It  was  answered,  that  nothing  determined  by 
these  decrees  could  be  looked  on  as  res  Judicata 
against  him,  who  had  been  no  party  to  the  suits, 
and  likewise  a  minor  at  the  time.  And  as  the  pro- 
vision for  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage  would  be 
entirely  disappointed,  he  ought  not  to  he  conclud- 
ed thereby ;  especially  since  it  was  certain  that  at 
the  time  of  the  decrees,  the  fund  of  payment  was 
only  sufficient  to  answer  one  sum  of  30,000  merks, 
so  that  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage  would  have 
nothing. 

It  was  replied,  that  Thomas,  the  son,  could  not 
properly  have  been  a  party  to  these  actions.  Tho- 
mas, the  Either,  was  the  only  person  bound  by  the 
marriage  contract,  and  against  him  alone  could  the 
claim  have  been  brought  The  decrees,  therefore, 
which  were  regularly  obtained,  would  have  operat- 
ed as  resJudicaUe  against  him  were  he  endeavour- 
ing to  set  them  aside,  and  they  must  have  the  same 
operation  against  every  other  person  who  will  niake 
use  of  any  argument  that  was  competent  to  him, 
and  contend  that  the  obligation  on  hmt  was  not  so 
extensive  as  the  Court  has  found  it  to  be. 

The  Lords  found  <'  that  Thomas,  the  son,  had  a  July  13, 1731. 
**  title  to  insist  in  the  reduction,  reserving  to  their 
V'  determination  the  exception*  of  res  judkcaia^* 

They  afterwards  found,  '*  that  he  was  barred  December  1, 
"  from  quarrelling  the  decree  in  favour  of  his  eldest       ^^^^* 

sister,  and  Robert  Geddes  her  assignee  eaceptione 

rei  judieaUe.** 
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^^^**  In  a  petition  against  this  interlocutor,  it  was 


ANDERSONS  pleaded,  that  it  being  manifest  that  the  interest  of 
▲NDBRS0N8.  the  hcir  male  of  the  marriage  was  as  much  in- 
tended to  be  secured  as  that  of  the  daughters,  and 
it  being  certafai  that  the  funds  could  funv  answer 
no  more  than  30,000  merks,  equity  required  that 
he  and  the  daughters  should  have  alike,  and  that 
the  daughters  ought  to  be  decreed  to  restrict  theii* 
demands  to  one  half  of  the  30,000  merks,  so  that 
room  might  be  left  to  him  to  recover  at  least  one 
half  of  what  had  been  provided  to  him. 

As  the  father  was  only  bouAd  to  provide  one 
specific  sum  of  30,000  merks,  it  is  evident  that  the 
provisions  to  the  daughters  were  only  intended  in 
case  of  failure  of  issue  male.  But  even  supposing 
that  two  sums  of  that  amount  had  been  payable  by 
the  marriage  contract*  it  could  never  be  the  in- 
tention that  in  any  case  the  daughters  should  be 
paid  their  whole  portions,  while  the  son,  who  was 
the  person  principally  in  view  in  making  the  con- 
tract, should  have  nothing.  The  supposition  is, 
that  the  father  was  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  in 
possession  of  an  estate  of  60,000  merks ;  but  as 
this  estate  has,  before  these  provisions  became  pay- 
able, been  diminished  by  one  half,  it  is  clear  that 
the  sums  due  to  the  children  ought  to  be  diminish- 
ed respectively  according  to  their  original  propor- 
tions, and  not  one  class  be  preferred  for  their  whole 
provision  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  the  other. 
Neither  should  the  decrees  obtained  by  the  daugh- 
ters bar  the  infant  son,  since  they  can  affect  thereby 
only  the  proportions  due  to  them. 
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To  this  it  was  answered^  that  the  provisions  were      iy34> 
in  very  different  circumstances ;  those  to  the  daugh-  anoeesonb 
ters  were  payable  at  particular  days,  long  since  amseuonb. 
elapsed ;  and  they  were  entitled  at  these  days  to 
all  action  and  execution  against  their  father  for 
making  them  effectual ;  whereas  that  to  the  son 
was  not  exigible  till  the  father's  death ;  and  could 
be  taken  then  only  by  way  of  succession,  if  the 
father  had  so  much  property  free  of  debts ;  so  that, 
the  father  being  still  aliv^  it  was  not  competent  for 
the  son  to  make  any  demand  against  the  daughters 
for  contribution. 

But  supposing  the  son  was  a  creditor  for  this  pro- 
vision, and  that  it  was  not  pendant  either  on  the 
death  or  deeds  of  his  father,  still  he  and  the  daugh- 
ters, would  be  at  best  only  personal  creditors  for 
separate  and  distinct  sums.  None  of  them  are  a 
r^  lien  on  the  father's  estate,  which  is  only  sub- 
ject to  be  aflfected  by  proper  diligence,  and  the 
daughters  having  used  such,  while  the  son  has  not, 
they  have  thereby  established  a  l^al  and  equitable 
preference.  In  consequence  of  this  and  of  the 
farmer  decrees,  these  portions  have  become  the 
subject  of  marriage  settiements,  and  other  onerous 
transactions,  which  would  be  entirely  frustrated  if 
the  present  claim  were  to  be  sustained. 

The  tx>rds  found  <<  that  it  was  competent  forjAnttaryssi, 
«  Thomas,  the  son,  to  claim  a  share  pari  pasm  ^'^^ 
"  with  his  sisters,  but  found  the  diligence  used  by 
"  the  sisters  gives  them  a  preference." 

A  petition  against  the  last  part  of  this  interlo-    June  30. 
cutor  was  refused. 
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1T34.  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutory 

AXDBA80H8  of  thc  ISth  FebfuaTy,  14th  July,  and  13th  Novem* 
andJ^oni.  ber  1722  j  the  31st  July  1725,  the  24th  January 

SJIf  17S4.  ^"^^  J  ^^^*  ^^y*  ^^^  November  1729  ;  1st  De- 
cember 1731,  the  22d  January,  and  30th  Julie 

1732. 
Judgment  After  hearing  counsel,  *'  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

Mwdi  13,  ^^  judged,  &c.  that  the  latter  part  of  the  said  inter- 
**  locutor  of  the  ISth  February  1722,  in  these 
*^  words  (mdeUcetJy  ^  providing  the  effects  of  tiie 
^  said  Thomas  Anderson,  the  elder,  were  at  the 

*  tune  sufficient  to  answer  and  satisfy  both  the 

*  30,000  merks  provided  to  the  daughtelB,  and 

<  the  30,000  merks  which  he  was  to  proviob  and 
'  secure  to  himself  in  liferent,  and  the  eldest  son 

<  in  fee ;'  as  also  the  said  interlocutors  or  decrees 
"  of  the  81st  July,  and  18th  November  I729 ;  the 
«  mterlocutor  of  13th  July  1731,  finding  *  that 
^  Thomas  Anderson,  the  son,  had  a  title  to  insist 
^  in  the  reduction ;'  and  the  interlocutor  of  the 
^*  22d  January  1732,  finding  it  competent  to  the 
<<  said  Thomas  to  claim  a  share  pari  passu  with 
<<  his  sisters,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed^ 
<'  and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  so 
**  much  of  tile  said  interlocutor  of  the  13th  Fe- 
bruary, as  is  not  hereby  reversed,  and  the  several 
subsequent  interlocutors  or  decrees  not  hereby 

"  reversed  or  varied,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby 
«  affirmed/' 

For  Appellants,  2>.  Ryder^  A.  Hume  Campbell. 
For  Respondents,  Hun.  Forbes^  Ro.  I>undas, 
W.  Murray. 
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1734. 


UCHABT 

V, 


James  Hepburn  Richart  of  Keitb^  AppeUimt ;      homtoum. 
CHARLESy  Earl  of  Hopetoun,  Respondent. 

5th  April  17s*. 

Tailxib^— 'A  prohibitiQn>  with  irritant  and  resolutive  danaes 
against  chaq^ing  the  estate  \idth  debt^  found  not  to  disable 
from  jselling. 


Sir  Robert  Hepburn  of  Keith  settled,  under  No,  S9« 
the  burden  of  all  his  debts,  the  lands  of  Keith  and 
Paistoun,  by  an  entail  containing  strict  prohibitory, 
irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses  against  contracting 
debts,  and  chaiging  the  estate  therewith,  but  no 
express  prohibition  against  alienating  the  lands  or 
any  part  of  them. 

Robert  Congaltoun,  possessing  under  this  deed, 
sold  to  the  Earl  of  Hopetoun  the  lands  of  Pais- 
toun,  (the  price  of  which  appears  to  have  been  in 
part  applied  in  payment  of  the  entailer's  debts.) 
On  Robert's  death,  the  appellant,  having  made  up 
titles  as  heir  of  entail,  raised  an  action  of  reduc- 
tion  for  setting  aside  this  disposition,  as  being  in 
defraud  of  the  entail,  and  granted  by  a  person  dis- 
abled from  alienating  by  clauses  inserted  in  his  own 
tide. 

The  cause  being  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
the  following  interlocutor  was  pronounced :  '*  The  February  15, 
**  Lords  having  considered  the  entail  libelled,  and  ^^ 
**  that  it  contains  no  clause  disabling  the  heirs  of 
"  entail  to  dispone  the  lands  therein  contained ; 

find  that  they  might  lawfully  dispone  or  sell  the 


j 
i 


« 
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^734.  «« lands  for  onerous  causes,  and  assoilzie  the  de- 

EicHAET  «  fender  from  the  reduction,  and  decern  accord- 

HOPETouN.  "  ingly."    A  reclaiming  petition  was  refused. 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 

January  18,  ^^  ^j^^  j^^  ^^  ^^^  February  1732. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant: — ^The  scope  and 
intention  of  a  settlement  ought  to  be  observed  by 
heirs  claiming  under  it  The  entailer  disabled  the 
heirs  of  entail  from  charging  the  estate  with  debt 
for  no  other  reason  than  that  the  several  heirs  might 
take  the  lands  without  being  diminished  in  their 
value;  and  therefore  it  is  quite  unreasonable  to 
suppose  that  he  should  have  left  them  at  liberty  to 
alienate  the  subject. 

Had  Robert  granted  a  wadset  of  the  estate  for 
debts  contracted  by  him,  he  would,  according  to 
the  scope  of  the  settlement,  have  forfeited  his  right, 
and  the .  security  so  granted  by  him  could  have 
been  set  aside  by  the  appellant.  If,  however,  he 
could  not  grant  a  right,  with  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  favour  of  the  heir  of  entail,  it  would  seem 
absurd  to  hold  that  he  could  alienate,  absolutely 
and  without  redemption. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — Restraints  upon 
property,  being  contrary  to  the  nature  of  a  fee,  and 
to  the  common  law  of  the  land,  and  a  great  in- 
cumbrance upon  commerce,  are  never  to  be  pre- 
sumed, where  there  are  no  express  words  by  which 
they  are  plainly,  and  without  implication,  imposed. 
Such  a  construction  would  only  prove  a  snare  to 
purchasers,  who  transact  on  the  faith  of  there  being 
no  other  limitations  of  the  heir's  right  than  what 
are  expressly  set  forth  in  the  title. 

The  estate,  notwithstanding  the  entail,  remained 
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subject  to  the  payment  of  the  entailer's  debts ;  and       ^^^ 
therefore  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  for-    micHART 
bore  to  restrain  his  heirs  from  alienating,  with  an,  hopetouk. 
intention  that  they  might,  by  sale  of  part  of  the 
lands,  be  enabled  to  discharge  the  burden  of  debts 
put  upon  them. 

The  heirs  of  entail  are  only  disabled  to  charge 
the  lands  with  th^  own  proper  debts, .  but  not 
to  burden  it  for  the  debts  of  the  entailer ;  and 
probably  he  was  of  opinion  that  heirs  might  be 
more  easily  prevailed  upon  to  incumber  than  to 
alienate  their  estate ;  and  therefore  restrained  them 
<mly  in  that  respect ;  at  all  events^  by  the  deed, 
the  heirs  are  not  restricted  from  selling  for  valu- 
able considerations ;  and  therefore  the  respondent 
having  purchased  bona  fide^  and  paid  the  price, 
he  holds  and  enjoys  the  estate  even  by  the  will  of 
the  maker  of  the  entail.  It  was  his  will  to  put  on 
one  restraint  and  not  another ;  and  what  he  has 
actually  expressed,  is  the  only  rule  by  which  the 
power  of  the  heir  over  the  estate  can  be  measured, 
who»  in  virtue  of  the  fee  conveyed,  has  the  full 
exercise  of  the  property  in  so  far  as  he  is  not  ex-* 
presaly  restrained. 

After  hearing  counsel,  '*  it  is  ordered  and  £^-  Judment 
« judged,  &c,  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  ^^"^  *' "*** 
^'  that  the  said  interlocutory  sentences  or  decrees 
<'  therein  complained  of  be  affirmed/'   ^ 

For  Appellant,  Dir^.  Forbes^  Al.  Hume  Camp^ 

beU. 

For  Respondents^  Ch.  Areshne^  Bo.  Dundas,  ^ 

VOL,  I.  L 
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John,  Earl  of  Br£adalbane»     -    JppeUantt 
James  Menzies  of  Culdares,  £sq.^ 

and  Angus  M 'Donald,  of  Ken-  >Be9pcmdeHt9. 

knocks n     "J 


9Qih  January  VJ95. 

FoBBBT.-^Iii  a  question  between  tbe  heritable  keeper  of  a 
Royal  Foreat  and  tlie  neij^boojring  lieritora,  vegarding  tlie 
boondariei  of  tbe  forest,  the  King's  Advocate  must  be  aado 
a  party. 


No.  SO.  The  Earl  of  Breadalbane  being  heritable  forester 
and  keeper  of  the  Royal  Forest  of  Mainlom,  and 
the  respondents  proprietors  of  the  adjoining  barony 
of  Glenlyon,  a  question  arose  regarding  the  boun* 
dary  of  the  forest  Mutual  actions  of  declarator 
5¥ere  raised,  and  after  a  proof  and  various  proceed- 
No?,  ss.1733.  ings,  the  Lords  found  diat  ^  the  tops  6f  the  high 

**  hills,  where  wind  and  weather  sheets  are  the 

«  marches  of  the  controy^rted  grounds  betwixt  the 

*^  barony  of  Gleolyon,  and  the  forestry  of  Mainloni.* 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  fiom  this  and  other  in- 

Jan.  m,  17S4.  .     i        ^  "^  • .         . 

terlocutors. 
**  Counsel  were  called  in  to  be  heard  in  the 
Jan.  89, 17S5.  <•  causc ;  and  it  appearing,  *  that  Jio  petiscm  on  be- 
<  half  of  his  Majesty  was  a  party  to  either  of  the 
*  suits  commenced  before  the  Lords  of  Session  in 
'Scotland;* 


f< 


€€ 


CC 


**  It  is  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c.  that  the  two 
^<  interlocutors  complained  of  be,  and  are  Hereby 
"  reversed :  And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered,  that 
the  appellatit  and  respondents  be  respectively  at 
liber^,  either  to  commence  new  suits,  and  make 
his  Majesty^s  Advocate,  on  behalf  of  his  Mi^es- 
^*  ty,  a  par^  thereto ;  or  to  make  his  Majesty's 
^*  Advocate,  on  behalf  of  his  Majesty,  a  party  to 
*'  the  suits  above  mebtiolied ;  and  thereupon  to 
^'  proceed  therein  as  they  shall  be  advised/* 

For  AppeUant,  Bo*  Dundas^  J.  Strange^  J. 
Ikiflar. 

Fot  Respondents,  ZHm.  JF^trbei^  W.  Mur» 
ray. 

Tbe  lOiofe  obfeetioii  origiimted  irkh  the  Court  In  a  nMiHMaript 
note  upon  the  pepen  bdonging  to  ^.  A,  Mvnftyj  Eaqw  it  k  said  that 
Inquiry  being  made  in  relation  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland, 
whether  they  determine  the  boundary  of  a  forest  without  the 
beitog  a  party/'  the  counsel  wen  beard  upon  Htdt  sulgeet 


17S54 

BftBADAI> 
BANS 

V. 

MEvnxt, 

&c 

Judgment* 


** 


€€ 
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1735. 


HOOOAM* 


*^       John  Hoggan,  Provost  of  the  Burgh  \  jippeUants; 
of  Kinghorn,  et  aluy    .    -    -    -  / 

William  Wardlaw,  Colonel  James  |jj^^^^^; 
Sx*  Clair,  et  abtj     -    >.    -     ^    J       ^ 

10^  Marek  1735. 

Pactum  illicitum.— >Mbmbbb  of  Pabliamsnt.— A  bond 
entered  into  by  a  portion  of  a  body  of  electors^  binding  them-' 
selves  to  vote  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  their 
number^  .{bond  to  be  cmUra  bonas  mores-  and  illegal.  The 
election  following  thereon  annulled. 

BoBOUGH  RoTAL.'-^The  sett  recorded  in  the  books  of  the  Con- 
vention of  Boyal^Bnrghs  must  be  adhered  to,  notwithstand- 
ing that  previous  contrary  practice  be  iJl^^.* 

No.  31.  By  the  sett  of  the  burgh  of  Kinghom,  it  is  ap- 
pointed, **  that  the  council  shall  consist  of  mer- 
''  chants,  tailors,  and  brewers,  to  the  number  of 
<^  seventeen,  and  of  five  deacons  ;  that  annually, 
<<  upon  Monday  before  Michaelmas,  the  said  coun- 
"  cU  of  twenty-two  shall  choose  six  new  coundl- 
**  lors  in  the  room  of  six  who  go  off;  that  upon 
^*  Wednesday  immediately  after  Michaelmas  yea^- 
**  ly,  the  old  and  new  councillors  and  deacons  shall 
**  choose  the  provost  and  two  baillies,  and  that 

*  Both  of  these  points  are  insisted  on  in  the  arguments ;  but  it 
would  rather  appear  that  the  Judgment  went  on  the  foimer^  under 
which  head  the  dedsion  of  the  House  of  Lords  is  founded  on  as  an 
authority  in  the  case  of  Patison,  &c.  ▼.  Magistrates  of  Stirling,  1st 
March  1775,  Fac.  Col.  No.  166,  Mor.  p.  9597. 
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/*out  of  the  council  and  deacons  the  treasurer      1735. 
"  shall  be  chosen  at  Martinmas  yearly."  hoooak  ^ 

In  order  to  secure  a  preponderance  in  the  elec-  ^* 
-tion,  a  bond  was  entered  into  and  signed  by  thir-  &c. 
teen  of  the  councillors,  by  which  "  they  all,  with 
one  advice  and  consent,  bound  and  obliged 
them,  conjunctly  and  severally,  each  under  the 
penalty  of  500  merks,  and  of  being  esteemed  in- 
*<  famous  and  unfit  for  society,  to  act  in  concert 
*^  with  one  another,  and  give  their  votes  plum  at 
:^<  llie  election  of  the  magistrates  of  the  said  burgh, 
'*  to  be  on  Wednesday  next  the  4th  October,  to  such 
*^  persons  as  the  major  part  of  them  should  think 
-**  most  worthy  of  the  office  of  magistracy, '  tiU  the 
^<  next  election  Kt  Michaelmas  1733,  and  then  to  vote 
'*  with  one  another  for  such  persons  as  they,  or  the 
*^  major  part  of  them,  should  think  proper  to  sues* 
.<<  ceed  in  the  magistracy,  and  in  the  council,  for 
^*  the  good  and  benefit  of  the  burgh/' 

At  the  meeting  preceding  Michaelmas  1733,  for 
the  election  of  new  councillors,  a  dispute  having  ari- 
sen between  two  parties,  they  separated,  when  Hog- 
ganr  (the  appellant)  then  provost  of  the  burgh,  and 
his  adherents,  made  choice  of  six  new  councillors^ 
Itnd  the  other  party  also  made  an  election,  but  only 
chose  three.  At  the  election  of  magistrates  a  like 
separation  took  place }  Hoggan  being  chosen  pro^ 
vost  by  one  jmrty,  and  Wardlaw  (the  respondent) 
by  the  other. 

Each  par^  raised  an  action  of  reduction  and  de- 
clarator, for  reducing  the  election  of  their  oppo- 
nents, tod  declaring  thdr  own  right 
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173^-  In  the  acticm  at  the  iiiBtance  of  the  respondents, 

the  appellants  first  stated  in  defence,  that  on  un* 
lawful  confederacy  had  been  enteied  into  by  the 
respondents,  which  was  sufficient  to  annul  the  elec- 
tion. 

January  3,  Xho  Lords  fouud  that  ^  the  bonds  produced  are 
^<  contra  banas  viorei^  unwarrantable  and  unlaw* 
^*iid."     But    by  subsequent   interlocuton  they 

Jaoiiary  4^ --  foimi]^  <«  that  the  bonds  produced  are  not  per  «, 

^  relevant  to  annul  the  election  of  Frovoet  Ward- 
«^^  law,  and  other  magfetratea  chosen  with  him  in 

It  was  next  objected  that  the  election  of  the  re* 
tpondehts  was  eontradictoty  ta  the  sett  of  the 
bugh^  ina^nuch  as  they  iKsd  dianged  ao  more 
than  three  of  their  councillors,  whereas  by  the  sett 
ekey  ought  to  hard  dianged  six.     The  Lords 

J*niiary86,—  **  found  that  the  objection  prc^Kmed  for  the  de- 

<«  fenders  (appellatits)  are  not  sufficient  to  void 
^'  and  annul  the  election  of  the  pursuers,  magis- 
'*  trates  and  councillors  of  the  bvc^h  of  Kinghom, 
^^  at  Michaelmas  las^  for  the  year  now  current,  m 
^*  MOf  and  renutted  to  the^  Lord  Onfinary  to  (»o« 
?•  ceed  accordingly/' 

It  was  fiuther  objected  that  the  two  bailies. 
Miller  and  Wilson  (respondents)  were  incapable 
c^  acting  as  magistrates,  by  reason  of  their  being 
subscribers  ot  the  iwesaid  assodatioB ;  but  the 

February ),—  Lord  Ordinary  <  found,  that  in  respect  of  the  inter* 

^  locutor  <^  the  whole  Lords,  the  excq>tion  against 

*  the  bailies  was  not  sufficient,  per  m,  to  annul  Ae 

*  election/     Other  objections  were  stated,  which 


J 
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were  not  founiled  cm  in  the  appeal.    Upon  a  re-      'y>*^ 
daiming  petition,  the  Lords  *  adhered  to  their 
<  former  interlocutors/ 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  j^^^J^ 
of  the  4th,  10th,  and  26th  January,  and  the  Ist,  Febroary  s, 
6th,  and  8th  February  1734.  ^"^^^ 

.  Pleaded  for  the  AppeUante : — 1.  The  election  of  Amended 
such  of  the  respondents  as  pretend  to  have  been  ^®^'  ^'^^''^^ 
elected  councillors  on  tiie  Monday  before  Michael* 
mas  is  nuU,  because  the  electors  were  not  a  quo* 
nun  of  any  sort,  and  acted  without  the  concur^- 
rence  of  any  magistrate,  which  has  been  adjudged 
to  be  absolutely  necessaiy«  And  the  election  of 
magistrates  was  illegal,  because  made .  by  coun« 
cillors  unduly  chosen,  and  by  only  half  the  num* 
berof  new  councillors  which  the  sett  of  the  burgh 
requires. 

2.  The  sett  recorded  ih  the  books  of  the  con- 
vention of  Royal  Buighs,  and  in  the  town  books  of 
Kinghom,  in  the  1710,  is  the  only  rule  whereby  to 
judge  of  the  constitution  of  the  burgh,  and  is  a  law 
which  the  corporation  itself  can  never  alter,  neitiier 
have  they  attempted  to  do  it.  The  minutes  of 
every  election  begin  with  a  reference  to  it,  viz. 

*  this  being  the  day  appointed  by  the  sett  of  ihis 

*  buigh,  &c/  And  though  it  may  be  true,  that,  as 
against  the  crown,  a  corporation  cannot  give  itself 
a  constitution,  which  is  not  strictiy  warranted  by 
prescription  and  immemorial  usage,  yet  they  are 
themselves  barred  from  claiming  franchises  in  a 
different  manner  from  that  in  which  they  have  set 
them  on  record,  or  have  in  any  solemn  way  conr 
sented  to  their  bein^  fixed 
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^735;  In  almost  all  the  royal  burghs  of  Scotland  the 

elections  have,  ever  since  the  Union,  proceeded  on 
the  footing,  and  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  setts 
recorded  in  the  books  of  the  convention  of  royal 
burghs  ;  and  the  breaking  in  upon  those  setts^  so 
recorded  and  acquiesced  in,  would  manifestly 
shake  loose  the  foundations  of  all  elections  in  time 
coming,  and  make  their  proceedings  arbitrary  and 
dependent  on  the  humours  of  the  magistrates  for 
the  time.  In  the  present  case,  the  respondents  do 
not  oppose  any  other  fixed  constitution  to  this  sett, 
but  only  that  which,  being  altogether  uncertain 
^d  arbitrary,  suits  better  with  the  purposes  of  their 
association. 

.  9.  Even  if  the  respondents  had  not  gone  coh-^ 
trary  to  the  sett,  yet  their  election  is  null  and  void^ 
because  it  was  carried  on  by  immoral  and  illegal 
means.  The  voters  were  not  free  agents,  but 
wider  the  influence  of  a  bond,  by  which. they  en- 
>gaged  in  effect  to  submit  their  own  consciences 
and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  burgh,  to  the 
pleasure  of  the  majority  of*  their  own  number,  and 
thereby  invested  that  small  proportion  of  the  cor- 
poration  with  the  whole  power  of  the  burgh.  But 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  seems  quit6 
dncdnsistent,  they  having  by  one  interlocutor  found 
the  bond  immoral,  unwarrantable,  and  illegal ;  and 
nevertheless  by  another  have  found  that  such  '4 
bond  was  not  su£9cient  to  void  an  election  carried 
on  directly  in  consequence  thereof. 

Pleaded  for  the  Beywuieuts:—!.  If  the  elec- 
tion was  carried  on  without  the.  presence  of  the 
magistrate,  it  was  owing  solely  to  the  fault  of  the 
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Appellaots,  who,  being  a  minority  <rf*  the  town  V^^^* 
council,  thought  proper,  after  the  meeting  had  hoooak 
commenced,  to  withdraw  from  the  council  house. 
It  is  in  vain  for  them  to  pretend  that  when  they 
SO  withdrew  they  required  the  other  councillors  to 
go  along  with  them  to  a  tavern  ;  for  if  they  had 
been'  willing  that  the  other  councillors  should  con* 
cur  with  them,  they  ought  to  have  remained  in  the 
proper  place  at  the  council  board,  and  finished  the 
business  of  the  day. 

2.  There  is  no  original  or  legal  sett,  by  charter  of 
otherwise,  of  the  borough  extant  Such  sett  could 
only  flow  from  the  authority  of  the  crown  in  char- 
ters of  erection  or  confirmation,  or  be  introduced 
by  prescription  or  constant  and  immemorial  cus-^ 
tom ;  but  that  upon  which  the  appellants  found; 
is  only  a  sett  pretended  to  have  been  established 
and  sent  to  the  convention  of  royal  boroughs  in 
1710,  and  has  no  authority  from  the  crown,  from 
prescription,  or  from  immemorial  usage.  .On  the 
contrary,  since  I7IO,  it  has  not  been  in  observance 
hardly  in  one  article  on  which  the  objection  is 
founded ;  for  the  number  of  new  colmdllors  hast 
been  various  and  ambulatory;  and  in  the  period 
of  twenty-three  years  it  has  not  happened  in  more 
than  three  or  four  instances  at  most,  that  the  pre- 
cise number  of  six  new  counciUors  has  been 
chosen. 

As  this  pretended  sett  is  only  entitled,  *  Report 
*  of  a  Sett,*  and  indeed  couldbe  nothing  else,  even 
supposing  it  has  justly  stated  the  customs  of  the 
l)orough,  because  neither  the  council  of  the  borough, 
nor  the  convention  of  royal  boroughs,  have  autho- 
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if^'  xity  to  make  a  sett;  it  could  hate  no  force,  but  in 
so  far  as  it  truly  related  the  former  usages  of  the 
borough*  When  these  ¥rere  examined  int(^  tml  the 
council-books  searched,  it  appeared  that  tbe  ^  Re- 
portf'  was  erroneouSf  and  not  wananted  by  the 
former  precedents, 

3«  The  resppndents  entered  into  coocert  with- 
out any  c<Hnpulsi(m»  as  well  as  without  any  reward 
or  corrupt  view ;  and  their  act  amounto  to  no 
more  than  a  resolution  taken  voluntarilyi  that  they 
would  act  joindy»  in  making  choice  of  sach  per* 
sons  as  they  should  judge  most  proper  and  fit  for 
the  service  of  the  borough*  It  is  usual  in  eleo* 
tions  to  enter  into  previous  concerts  for  avoiding 
divisions^  and  procuring  unanimity,  and  if  such 
concert  can  lawfully  be  made  viva  voce,  by  which 
the  parties  are  in  honour  no  less  engaged  than  if 
they  gave  it  under  their  hands»  it  cannot  much  alter 
the  case  that  the  same  is  reduced  to  writing,  to  serve 
9S  a  memorandum  of  what  has  been  agreed  upon* 
As  to  the  penalty  annexed  to  the  obligation,  if  it 
was  contra  h<mo9  mares^  it  could  produce  ik>  action 
or  diligence ;  and  as  to  the  other  objection  of  in- 
famy,  it  imports  no  more  than  that  parties  are 
bound  in  honour  to  observe  that  which  they  have 
agreed  to^«-«*4m  obligation  which  is  implied  in  every 
verbal  concert  or  engagement.  Therefore  neither 
the  penalty  nor  the  in£uny  adjected  can  afiect  the 
present  question* 

It  did  not  appear  in  the  Court  belowi  that  the 
bond  had  any  influence  upon  these  elections^  by 
any  previous  meeting  to  discover  the  opinion  of 
the  plurality  of  those  who  signed  it,  all  having 
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freely,  and  of  their  own  accord,  voted  for  the  per- 
sons elected  at  Michaelmas  1733 ;  and,  therefore, 
although  entering  into  the  bond  should  be  held  in  was»Uw» 
strictness  illegal  and  unwarrantable,  still  it  can- 
not  affect  the  election  to  the  prejudice  of  the 

After  hearing  counsel,  '  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  ^^ad^neat 
judged,  &e.  that  the  said  several  interlocutors  1735.  ' 
complained  of  be  reversed ;  and  it  is  hereby  de- 
clared, that  the  electioq  of  the  respondents  to 
be  magistrates  and  councillors  of  the  said  borough 
of  Kinghom  is  null  and  voidt-''-«id  that  the  said 
respondents  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  before  the 
Lmds  of  Session,  lipto  that  part  of  the  libel 
which  calls  in  question  the  election  of  the  appel- 
lants as  they  shall  think  fit.* 


For  the  Appellants,  Bo.  Dundas^  W.  Murray. 
Fbr  the  Respondents,  Dun.  Farhe^^  J.  Strmige^ 
J.  Taylor. 
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KBEa,&&   John,  Duke  OF  RoxBUEGH,    -     -    Appellant: 
Christian  EIerb  of  Chatto,  aiid-\ 

Charles  Kerr,   Esq.  her  ^^^t^^gj^andenU 
.  band,    and    Captain    William  f/^^'^ 
Elliot  of  Wells,    ....    3 

ISih  March  1735. 

m 

Tailzie.— An  estate  was  held  under  a  strict  entail  against  con- 
tracting debt^  or  doing  any  deed  whereby  it  might  be  eTicted, 
but  with  power  to  the  heirs  to  burden  it  with  the  entailer's 
debts.  In  security  of  some  of  these  debt|»  proper  wadsets 
were  granted  over  a  part  of  it>  and  the  heir  afterwards  eze» 
cuted  a  bond  of  eik  in  feyour  of  the  creditor  upon  his  be- 
coming bound  to  relieve  him  of  obtain  other  of  the  debts. 
It  was  found  that  the  bond  was  not  ultra  vires  of  the  heir, 
and  that  a  decree  of  apprising  proceeding  upon  it,  by  which 
the  lands  had  been  carried  off,  was  not  struck  at  by  the  en. 
tail. 

No.  SS.  Robert,  Earl  of  Roxburgh,  after  the  death  of 
his  only  son,  Henry  Lord  Ker,  settled  his  whole 
Estate  upon  Sir  WiUiam  Drummond,  youngest  son 
of  the  Earl  of  Perth,  (on  condition  that  he  should 
marry  Lord  Ker's  eldest  daughter,)  and  upon  the 
issue  male  of  that  marriage,  and  several  substitutes } 
under  strict  prohibitions  and  irritancies  against  alie- 
nating the  estate,  or  burdening  it  with  any  other 
debts  than  those  of  the  entailer,  which  were  ex- 
cepted by  the  foUowing  clause  :  /"  Necnon  reser- 
<*  vando  potestatem  ante  dictis  heredibus  dictum 
**  statum  et  patrimonium  cum  quibuscunque  sum- 
''  mis  monetae  vel  debitis  debendis  per  prefatum 
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«*  Robertum,  ccMnitem  de  Roxburgh,  tempore  sui       t735« 
''  decessus,  quae  per  ejus  bona  mobilia  non  solven-    ftoxBUKOH 
<<  tur  modo  prescripto  per  iUum  in  novissima  ejus    kekk,  &c. 
"  voluntate,  anerandi.** 

Earl  Robert's  debts  being  very  considerable^ 
.Andrew  Kerr,  (ancestor  of  the  respondent;  Christ- 
ian^) and  other  friends  became  bound  for  him  to  a 
great  extent  during  lus  lifetime.  AAer  his  death, 
the  creditors  pressing  for  payment,  Earl  William 
granted  two  proper  wadsets  over  certain  parts  of 
the  estate ;  the  one  in  1655,  in  favour  of  John 
Scott  of  Lftngshaw,  by  whom  it  was  shortly  after 
assigned  to  William  Kerr,  then  an  infant,  (father 
of  the  respondent,  Christian  Kerr;)  and  the  other, 
.dated  in  1658,  in  favour  of  the  above  Andrew  Kerr, 
father  of  the  said  William. 

Of  the  same  date,  a  bond  of  eik  was  executed, 
whereby,  on  a  recital  of  the  above  two  wadsets, 
and  that  Andrew  Kerr  was  bound  as  cautioner  for 
Earl  Robert  in  a  farther  sum  of  82,500  merks,  and 
had  undertaken  to  pay  off  and  relieve  Earl  William 
.of  that  sum,  and  also  of  the  sum  of  5000  merks 
Mrhich  he  had  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
.other  debts  of  Earl  Robert,  the  Earl  became  bound 
to  pay  to  Andrew  Kerr,  or  William  his  son,  the 
whole  amount  of  27>^00  merks,  at  Whitsunday 
1659  ;  and  for  their  further  security,  charged  the 
lands  included  in  both  the  wadsets,  and  the  re- 
version,  with  payment  thereof.  By  the  same  deed^ 
Andrew  released  all  manner  of  execution,  personal 
JOT  real,  competent  to  him  for  the  above  sum,  ex- 
cept by  apprising  the  lands,  which  he  reserved  a 
power  to  do,  *  provided  nevertheless,  that  if  the 
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said  wadsets  or  botid  should  be  qtmirelted  by  th6 
said  earl  or  his  heirs,  or  by  the  hdrs  of  line,  male, 
or  tailzie,  of  Robert  £«:1  Roxburgh,  and  Henry 
Lord  Kerr,  his  son,  that  then  the  said  release 
should  be  null  and  void,  and  that  the  said  An- 
drew and  WiUiam  Kerr  should  be  at  liberty  to 
sue  all  manner  of  execution,  real  or  pertkHEial,  to 
recover  payment  of  Ihe  whole  sums  contamed  in 
the  said  bond  and  deeds  of  wadset' 
Andrew  Kerr  paid  off  all  those  debts,  and  died ; 
and  in  1666,  no  part  of  the  27,500  meifai  having 
been  paid^  the  curators  of  his  son  William  obtained 
iqxm  the  above  bond  a  decree  of  apprising  of  the 
lands  contained  in  the  wadsets.  Upon  this  title  the 
lands  were  afterwards  possessed  by  William  Ken. 
He  sold  part  of  them  to  Elliot  (ftther  dT  the  t^ 
spondent;)  and  the  remainder,  upon  his  death, 
vested  in  his  daughter,  Christian,  (respondent) 

In  17^  on  action  was  brought  by  the  Duke  of 
Roxburgh,  then  in  possession  of  the  estate  under 
the  entail,  to  set  aside  the  above  deeds,  oh  the 
ground  that  the  transaction  was  an  indirect  con^ 
trivance  to  alienate  the  lands  in  defraud  of  the  en- 
tail, and  that  notwithstanding  it,  an  equity  cf  re«- 
demption  w)is  still  competent  to  hkn  upon  payment 
of  the  debts. 

It  was  likewise  alleged  that  several  of  the  debts 
in  consideration  of  which  the  deeds  were  granted, 
had  been  previously  paid ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to 
detail  the  c&cussicm  which  arose  upon  this  last  point. 
July  83, 1731.  The  case  was  repealed  by  Lord  Coupar,  Ordi- 
nary, wheti  the  Court  fbund,  ^'  that  ^e  two  con- 
<«  tracts  of  wadset^  and  bond  of  eik  were  lawful 
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''  tnmsactioiis  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  tailzie,  ^^^^' 
**  and  repelled  the  objection  made  l^  the  pursuer  hoxbitkoii 
«<  against  the  15,000  merks  bond  due  to  Murray  unm]  fte. 
<*  of  Longharmiston,  and  assigned  by  him  to  Scott 
«<  of  Langshaw,  and  also  r^fielled  the  objecti<m 
«<  against  die  5000  merics  bond  of  Earl  William 
'<  and  Kerr  of  Chatto  to  Sir  William  Scott  of 
*^  Clerking£6n,  and  found  the  same  was  appUed 
«'  for  purchasing  of  two  debta  ci  Harry,  Lord  Kerr, 
*«  of  die  same  extent^  with  which  the  tailzied  estate 
^*  was  burdened ;  and  found  the  bond  of  corrobo^ 
**  ration  and  eik  granted  by  Earl  William  of  debts 
*^  due  by  Robert,  Earl  of  Roxbutgh,  maker  of  the 
^'  Mtail,  was  a  sufficient  ground  of  an  apprisit^, 
''  whereof  the  legal  might  run/' 
Hie  wppOBl  was  brought  from  this  interlocutcn*.  Emend 
Pleaded  Jift  ike  AppelUmt :— Earl  WilHam  was,  ^•^  ««•  i^«- 
by  the  entail  under  which  he  possessed,  prohibited 
to  make  any  alienation,  disposition,  or  other  con- 
veyance of  any  part  of  the  estate,  even  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  debts  due  by  the  maker  of  the  entail. 
He  had  only  a  power  to  charge  it  with  such  of 
those  debts  as  should  not  be  paid  from  tiie  personal 
estate  <rf*theentaila:  in  manner  directed  by  him.  But 
the  wadsetii  imd  bond  above  mentioned,  being  the 
foundation  of  the  decree  of  apprising,  are  a  mere 
contrivance  to  render  the  redemption  impossible, 
and  an  indirect  alienation  to  the  prejudice  of  t}ie 
heirs  of  entail,  equal  in  effect  to  an  absolute  con- 
veyance }  and  they  ought  therefore  to  be  set  aside, 
to  th^  effect  at  least  that  the  appeUant  m^  still  have 
th^  power  of  redeeming  by  paytaent  of  what  may 
be  due. 
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J^735.  Although  it  may  be  true  that  the  lands  might 


EoxBUROH  have  been  carried  off  by  an  apprising  obtained  for 
xibk)  &e.  the  debts  of  Eari  Robert ;  yet  as  Earl  William 
could  not  himself  alienate  the  lands,  or  do  jaaaj 
deed  whereby  they  might  be  evicted,  no  apprising 
upon  his  deed  could  expire  or  have  any  efiect  ex- 
cept according  to  the  limitations  of  .the  entail. 
The  apprising  in  this  case  was  not  obtstined  for  the 
debts  of  Earl  Robert,  but  upon  the  bond»  whidi 
was  Earl  WilUam's  deed  alone  ;  and  although  he 
might  grant  a  bond  of  corroboration  to  the  effect 
.  of  making  himself  personally  liable ;  yet  an  ap- 
prising upon  his  bond  of  corroboration  or  for  his 
debts,  if  it  is  not  likewise  for  the  debts  cbrroborat* 
ed,  cannot  expire.  Were  it  otherwise,  an  heir  of 
entail,  wishing  to  get  the  better  of  the  entail,  might 
do  so  in  any  case  by  merely  suffering  a  decree  of 
apprising  upon  his  own  deed  to  expire. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents : — Earl  William  had, 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  entail,  a  power  to  burden 
the  estate  with  the  debts  of  the  entailer,  and  as  he 
was  not  restricted  to  any  particular  form,  he  waa 
at  liberty  to  affect  it  with  any  sort  of  burden  which 
the  law  allowed,  and  which  the  creditors  would  ac» 
pept  of.  Proper  wadsets  were  the  most  usual  se- 
curities  granted  at  that  time ;  and  however  bene- 
ficial they  might  be  to  the  creditor,  the  Earl,  or 
those  claiming  under  him,  had  the  power  of  re<* 
deeming  when  they  were  inclined  to  do  so.  The 
heirs  of  enfail  had  power  by  the  entail  to  feu,  and 
therefore  much  more  were  they  enabled,  by  the 
power  reserved  to  them  of  burdening  the  estate 
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with  the  entailer's  debts,  to  grant  redeemable  se-       ^^^^- 
curities,  such  as  proper  wadsets.  RoxBuaoH 

With  regard  to  the  bond,  although  the  entail    ksrr,&c. 
prohibits  any  deed  whereby  the  estate  may  be  ad- 
judged or  evicted,  yet  there  is  expressly  given,  by 
way  of  exception  from  this  disabling  clause,  the  * 

power  of  burdening  with  the  entailer's  debts.  Se- 
curities given  in  virtue  of  this  power,  must  neces- 
s^y  contain  an  obligation  to  pay ;  and  that  obli- 
gation, by  the  force  of  the  law,  must  necessarily 
produce  process  of  apprising;  adjudication,  and 
other  methods  for  making  it  eflfectual.  Earl  Wil- 
liam, therefore,  did  nothing  with  respect  to  charg- 
ii^  the  estate  with  the  totailer^s  debt  which  he 
might  not  lawfully  do ;  and  it  is  evident  that  what 
he  did  was  most  prudent  and  beneficial  to  his  suc- 
cessors. It  must  be  admitted  that  decrees  of  ap- 
prising might  have  gone  on  every  one  of  the  debts 
severally,  which  composed  the  gross  sums  contain- 
ed in  the  wadsets  or  bond  of  eik  ;  that  each  of  these 
apprisings  might  have  afiected  the  whole  estate ;  and 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  both  Earl  William  and  Andrew 
Kerr  were  actually  sued  for  some  of  the  entailer's 
debts.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  Earl  drew 
as  many  of  the  debts  as  he  could  into  the  hands 
of  one  creditor^  to  whom  he  granted  the  wadset, 
and  thus  confined  his  diligence  to  the  Kmited 
portion  of  the  estate  over  which  the  wadset  ex- 
tended. 

After  hearing  counsel,   *^  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  ^^f^  ^®' 
"  the  sdd  interlocutor  therein  complained  of,  be 
"  affirmed.'* 

VOL.  I.  M 
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For  Appellant^  Bo.  Dunda9  and 

For  Respondents^  Dun,  Forbes  and  Will,  Hm- 


Sir  Thomas  MoNCRiEPr^  Bart  Appellant ; 
Thomas  Moncrieff»  £sq«  Respondent 

m 

^\tt  March,  1735. 

AMMBN'P.-'The  Cottit  of  Session  Imnttg  tnodifled  aliment  to  8 
sottt  the  sane  was  rasdrielarto  the  allowance  vhidi  bad  ori* 
gfaally  Wen  voliiatarily  giMs  by  tba  fiitbet . 

Judgmenft  for  the  i^ppellant  ex  parte. 


«**— fc>.  1 1 1 1 » 


No.  33.  The  respondent  havii^  by  his  marriage  and  con- 
duct in  other  respects  offended  his  father,  (the  s^- 
pellant,)  a  quarrel  ujolmppilj  arose,  notwithstanding 
which,  the  latter  made  him  an  allowance  of  SOOO 
merks  Scots,  equal  to  L.11  L,  2s.  2|d.  sterling.  . 

The  respondent  xaised  an  acticm  before  the  Court 
of  Session  ibr  n  kigier  aliment,  on  the  ground  that 
jure  naiura^  Ins  father  was  obligied  to  provide  for 
him  according  to  the  extent  and  circumstances  of 
Jan.  17, 1734.  iiig  estate.  The  Lord  Ordinary  '<  ordained  either 
<<  party  to  give  in  a  condescendence  of  the  defend- 
"  er's  estate/' 

A  condescwdence  was  given  in  by  the  son^  and 
the  case  being  reported  to  the  Court,  they  '^w- 
««  dained  the  defender  to  give  in  a  condescendence 
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"  betwixt  and  Thursday  next,  with  certification       ^^^^- 
"  that,  failing  thereof,  they  will  proceed'  upon  the  mokcwbpp 
"  condescendence  given  in  by  the  son."  .     monce»ff. 

The  defender  petitioned  against  this  interlocu- 
tor, on  the  ground  that  the  sole  foundation  of  the 
cause  was  for  an  aliment  ex  jure  natural  smd  hav- 
ing voluntarily  given  his  son  2000  merks  per  an- 
num, it  ought  to  be  found  that  this  was  a  sufficient 
aliment,  and  that  he  was  not  bound  to  expose  his 
circumstances  by  giving  in  a  condescendence  of 
his  estate.  The  petition  was  refused,  and  after- 
wards the  following  interlocutor  was  pronounced :  January  si. 
On  report  of  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk,  the  Lords 
having  considered  the  condescendence  given  in 
by  Mr.  Moncriefi^  Sir  Thomas  declining  to  make 
"  any,  modify  L.200  sterling  of  yearly  aliment,  be- 
;  ginning  the  petitioner's  payment  at  Whitsunday 
last,  being  the  first  term  after  citation  for  the  pre- 
ceding half  year,  and  so  to  continue  yearly  there- 
after, payable  at  two  terms,  Whitsunday  and 
*•  Martinmas,  by  equal  portions.^ 

Along  with  a  petition  against  this  interlocutor, 
the  defender  gave  in  a  condescendence,  stating 
his  real  estate  at  between  L.500  and  L.600  a-year, 
and  his  personal  at  about  L.5000,  whereupon  the 
cause  was  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear 
parties,  and  upon  his  repcHt  the  petition  was  re-  February  19. 
fused. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the   17th,  25th,  29th,  and  31st  days  of  Ja- '^^^^  i»>J735. 
nuary  last,  and  the  6th  and  19th  days  of  this  in- 
stant February. 

Pleaded ^ar  the  Appellant: — Without  arguing 


« 


« 
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^^^^'  whether  or  not  parents  are  by  the  law  of  nature 
MOKCBiEFF  obliged  to  fnaintain  their  children  after  they  come 
MONCRiBFF.  of  age,  and  are  able  to  shift  for  themselves,  or 
whether  the  children  may  not  forfeit  their  claim  by 
disobedience,-^there  are,  in  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  no  grounds  for  the  present  claim,  the  ap- 
pellant having  voluntarily  allowed  and  punctually 
paid  to  his  son  what  was  sufficient  to  supply  him, 
not  only  with  the  necessaries,  but  (in  a  cheap 
country)  with  all  the  conveniences  of  life. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  parents  are  bound  to 
maintain  their  children  while  they  are  unable  to 
provide  for  themselves ;  but  that  a  son  should,  be- 
yond a  necessary  maintenance,  be  entitled  to  a  de- . 
terminate  part  of  his  father's  estate,  is  a  claim 
which  is  unprecedented  in  any  country,  and  con- 
trary  both  to  the  law  of  Scotland  and  to  reason^ 
and  fraught  with  the  worst  consequences. 

As  it  is  certain  that  any  man  may  disinherit  his 
"  son,  and  deprive  him  of  his  estate  after  his  death, 
it  follows  that  during  his  life  also,  he  has  tlie  same 
absolute  power  over  it,  ^nd  may  dispose  of  it  as  he 
pleases.  And  as  the  father  only  knows  what  for- 
tune he  intends  to  give  his  son  hereafter,  he  only 
can  judge  what  maintenance  is  suitable  to  his  con- 
dition,  so  that  he  may  not  be  unfitted  by  present 
abundance  for  his  ftiture  situation  In  life. 

There  is  little  danger  of  the  parental  power  be- 
ing used  with  too  much  rigour;  the  excess  is  sel- 
dom on  the  severe  side.  But  if  a  child,  whether 
dutiful  or  undutiAil,  may  demand  a  certain  quan- 
tity of  his  Other's  estate,  the  father  will  be  de- 
prived  of  all  power  of  rewarding  virtue  or  dis- 
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couraging  vice  in  his  children.     He  will  have  no      ^^^' 
cmitrol  over  them  with  r^;ard  to  their  education,  xoKcaiEf  f 
place  of  abode,  or  course  of  life ;  and  his  authority  MOMCRisFr. 
may  safely  be  slighted  when  the  son  is  sure  of  get- 
ting whatever  his  Other's  circumstances  can  aiibrd, 
whether  he  will  or  not.* 

It  would  invert  the  order  of  nature,  and  subject 
parents  to  their  children,  were  it  in  th6  power  of 
•the  latter,  from  caprice  or  undutiAilness,  to  compel 
their  father  (as  has  been  done  in  the  present  case,) 
to  expose  his  private  circumstances  to  the  world  j 
.  by  which  it  may  happen  that  he*  sustains  irreparable 
injury. 

The  present  action  is  brought  upon  the  law  of 
-nature  only,  and  not  upon  any  positive  statute ; 
but  nature  knows  no  distinction  between  the  oldest 
and  the  youngest  child  ^  they  are  equally  entitied 
to  the  parent's  care  and  Section.  The  appellant 
has  four  other  children  who  have  the  same  right 
to  maintenance  that  the  respondent  has ;  and  there- 
fore the  exorbitance  of  the  proportion  allowed  by 
the  Court  of  Session  must  be  apparent,  as  it  amounts 
to  nearly  a  fourth  part  of  his  whole  income. 

If  the  present  claim  is  well  founded,  it  must  fol- 
low that  a  son,  living  in  his  father's  house,  may 
complain  that  his  father  does  not  live  so  well,  or 
keep  so  good  a  table  as  his  fortune  might  afford, 
and  therefore  pray  to  have  a  maintenance  suitable 
to  his  circumstances.  The  economy  of  every  man's 
private  family  is  lefl  to  his  own  direction  ;  and  in 
'questions  of  this  sort,  the  income  of  the  father 
ought  no  otherwise  to  be  considered  than  with  the 
view  of  excusing  him  altogether  from  the  main- 
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^^^^*       tenance  of  his  children^  on  the  ground  of  his  hav- 


March  SI, 
1736. 


Judgment. 


« 


(( 


xoNCEiBFF  iBg  no  more  than  is  absolutely  necessary  to  support 
uovcmnr.  himself* 

'*  Counsel  appeared  for  ihe  appellant  but  none 
for  the  resp<mdent ;  and  the  appellants  counsd 
being  fully  heard,  the  several  interlocutors  of  the 
<^  Lords  of  Session  complained  of  were  read ;  as 
'^  likewise  a  petition  of  the  appellant  to  the  said 
<*  Lords  of  Session,  praying,  ^  that  the  aliment  al- 
*  lowed  to  the  respondent  may  be  restricted  to 
^  2000  merks  Scots  per  annum ;'  and  due  consi- 
^<  deration  had  of  what  was  offered  in  this  cause  at 
"  the  bar ; 

"  It  is  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c.  that  the  said 
<<  interlocutors  be  so  far  varied,  as  that  the  allow- 
**  ance  for  the  maintenance  of  the  respondent  be 
*'  modified  to  2000  merks  Scote  per  annum." 


For  Appellant,  Dun.  Forbes  and  JF.  Murray. 
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178^. 


tr. 


The  HoNouiuBu  John  Ciuwford^  *) 

commonly  called  Master  o£  Gar- 

aock,  an  Infant,  by  John  Craw*  ^AfpelkmU 

FojiD,  his  Uncle»  and  the  said  John 

Crawfobd  for  hmiselfy    -    -  .• 
Patjuci^  Viscount  of  Grarnpck,^ 

and  his  Creditors ;  and  Jambs,  f  „  .    ^ 

Margaeet*  and  Annb  Craw-i       ^^ 

VQMJ>9  his  Brother  and  Sisters,     J 

28th  Jpril  17S5. 

Tailzib. — Title  to  pubsus* — Ahlieir  under  an  entail^  which 
was  not  properly  recorded^  haTing  poBsenod  wkhoni  iaaerting 
in  hk  infeftments  the  fattert  «f  th«  entail*  and  aontraetod 
debts  ;  the  next  heir  (who  had  made  up  hia  titlea  in  the  tame 
manner^)  brought  an  action  to  have  it  dedased  that  these 
debts  were  chargeable  on  the  estate^  and  that  he  might  law- 
fully sell  a  part  of  it  in  order  to  pay  them.  It  was  found 
that  he  had  no  power  to  aelly— the  right  of  the  crediton  to 
hriog  proper  artions  (or  affecting  the  eetatea  being  ■eaeifed. 


Sir  John  Crawford  of  Kilbimie  executed,  in  1662,  Nq^  34^ 
a  strict  entail,  whereby  he  settled  hia  estates  of 
Kilbirnie  and  Drumry  upon  Margaret  his  youngest 
daughter,  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body  ^  whom 
failing,  certain  other  substitutes.  It  was  particu- . 
larly  provided,  under  strict  irritant  and  resolutive 
clauses,  **  that  it  should  no  ways  be  lawful  to  the 
"  said  Margaret  Crawford,  or  the  heirs  of  her 
"  body,  nor  to'  any  other  of  the  heirs  of  entail,  at 
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1736. 
CRAWFORD 

LORD  OAR« 
NOCK« 


tt 


U 


tt 


it 


**  any  time  thereafter,  to  sell,  dispose,  or  wadset,  or 
put  away  any  part  of  the  said  lands  and  barony, 
or  other  lands  particularly  therein  mentioned,  or 
**  apy  part  thereof,  or  any  annual  rent  or  yearly 
duty,  to  be  applied  out  of  the  same,  or  to  con- 
tract debt,  or  do  any  other  fact  or  deed,  where- 
'^  by  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  might  be  i^- 
**  prised  or  evicted  from  them,^'  &c. ;  and  these  re- 
strictions were  appointed  to  be  engrossed  in  the 
infeftments  to  follow  thereon. 

Upon  this  deed  Margaret  was  infeft,  and  her  in- 
fefbnent  duly  confirmed.  But  the  entail  was  not 
recorded  in  the  Register  of  tailzies. 

Upon  her  death  she  was  succeeded  by  her  son 
John,  created  Viscount  of  Gamock,  who  possessed 
in  fee  simple  his  paternal  estate  of  Glengamock. 
He  was  served  and  retoured  next  heir  of  provision 
to  his  mother  in  the  lands  of  Kilbimie }  and  in  the 
lands  of  Drumry,  he  was  infeft  upon  a  precept  of 
clare  constat  from  the  Dutchess  of  Lennox,  superior* 
Neither  these  infeftments,  however,  nor  their  war- 
rants contained  the  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  reso- 
lutive clauses,  directed  by  the  entail  to  be  inserted 
in  them,  but  only  this  general  reference  to  them  as 
engrossed  in  the  charters  of  confirmation  in  favour 
of  his  mother ;  "  secundum  formam  et  tenorem  pri- 
^^  orum  infeofamentorum  diet'  terrarum  sub  pro- 
^'  visionibus  et  conditionibus  in  iisdem  content.'' 
Viscount  John  died  in  I7O8,  after  having  contract- 
ed considerable  debts.  He  was  succeeded  by  his 
son.  Viscount  Patrick,  who  duly  made  up  titles  as 
heir  to  his  father,  both  in  the  fee  simple  property 
of  Glengarnock,  and  in  the  entailed  estates ;  but 
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the  conditions  of  the  entail  were  not  repeated  in  ^^^' 
his  infeftment.  Being  advised  that,  in  consequence 
of  the  Omission  to  insert  in  his  father's  titles  the 
fetters  of  the  entafl,  as  well  as  because  the  entail  ^^^^' 
was  not  recorded,  the  estates  were  subject  to  his 
debts,  he  granted  bonds  of  corroboration  to  the 
creditors,  by  some  of  whom  adjudications  were 
afterwards  raised  against  the  estate,  and  decrees 
obtained  in  1722. 

Viscount  Patrick  then  brought  an  action  of  sale 
pf  part  of  the  entailed  estate  before  the  Court  of 
Session ;  the  debts  gieatly  exceeding  in  amount 
the  value  of  the  fee-simple  lands.  To  this  action  . 
his  eldest  son,  the  master  of  Gamock,  and  the  cre- 
ditors were  made  parties. 

The  Court  found,  (25th  June,  17«5,)  **  that  the 
"foresaid  tailzie  of  the  said  estate  of  Gamock* 
"  was  not  effectual  against  the  creditors,  and  there- 
"  fore  that  the  pursuer,  the  Viscount  of  Gamock, 
"  had  power  to  sell  for  payment  of  the  creditors.'' 

Upon  advising  a  petition  against  this  interlocu- 
tor for  the  master  of  Gamock,  ia  which  it  was 
pleaded,  Isf,  That  the  entail  was  not  subject  to  the 
regulations  of  the  act  1685,  having  been  executed 
prior  to  its  date ;  and  2i%,  That  the  reference  to 
the  entail  in  the  infeflments  was  sufficient  and  as 
effectual  against  creditors  as  if  the  clauses  had  been 
engrossed  verbatim^  the  Court  adhered,  and  found, 
(28th  July,  1725,)  "  that  the  act  of  parliament 
"  1685,  regulates  the  transmission  of  tailzies  made 
"  before  the  said  act,  as  well  as  those  made  since  \ 

*  The  lands  contained  in  Sir  John  Crawford's  entail. 
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^^^^      **  and  that  the  general  reference  inthe  aadiie  is  not 
cftAwroAo  «  sufficient  to  interpel  creditors  acooffding  to  the 
LOM>%Aii.  *•  act  1685.'* 
*^''         A  proof  was  then  allowed  of  the  rent  and  value 
of  the  landst  and  of  the  detent  of  the  debts,  which, 
being  reported  bj  the  Lord  Ordinary^  an  articulate 
,     interlocutor  was  (88th  Februarj,  1784)  pronounced 
in  terms  thereof 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 

^'^^  ^' "^*- of  the  25th  June  and  «8th  July,  172«,  and  the  28th 
Februaiy,  1724. 

(It  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  aiguments  in  this 
case,  as  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lonb  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  ground  which  was  not  pleaded  by 
either  party  in  the  printed  papers*) 
Judgment  After  hearing  counsel,  *^  it  is  dechured  by  the 
1735.  ^'  **  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal  in  parliament  as- 
^^  sembled,  that  the'  said  Patrick  Lord  Viscount  of 
<'  Gamock  not  having  inserted  in  his  en&offinent 
<<  the  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses, 
^*  contained  in  the  original  settlement  made  in  the 
^  year  1662,  called  a  Bond  of  Tailzie,  tlie  said  in* 
terlocutory  sentences  of  the  Lords  of  Session, 
«'  complained  of  in  the  said  ^peal,  be»  and  the 
<*  same  are  hereby  reversed ;  but  without  prejudice 
^*  to  the  question  of  law,  in  case  proper  suits  be 
*<  brou^t  by  the  ssdd  creditors  in  order  to  recover 
*♦  thdr  respective  ddbts,** 


For  Appellants,  C&.  Areddne  and  Will.  Ha- 

mUton* 
For  Respondents,  Dun.  Forbes  and  W.  Murray. 
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Geoaoe  HfiBioT,  etalUf  styling  them-  ^ 

.  selves  Magistrates  aadMembeiB  of  V^/gie^^ 

the  Town  Council  of  Haddington^^ 
William  Rat,  et  aUi,  likewise  styl^ 


ing  themselves  Magistrates  ^^y  jieMondents. 
.  Members  of  the  Town  Council  ofC     ^r^"^^*^^ 

Haddington, ^ 

30th  April,  173^. 

BuBGH  ROYAL.-— Pebscription. — ^Act  ?•  Oeo.  II.  C.  l6.«>All 
action  being  brought  for  setting  aside  the  election  of  Magis- 
trates on  the  ground  of  irregnkirities  in  the  proTioos  election 
of  deaooQs  of  trades^—- it  was  fonnd  that  the  limitation  of  eight 
weeks  imposed  by  the  statute^  was  to  be  reckoned  from  the 
date  of  the  election  of  Ma^strates^  and  not  from  that  of  the 
deacons. 

It  was  fbond  that,  in  the  erent  of  an  eqniditj  at  the  election  of 
a  deacon  of  the  trade,  the  old  deaom  had  »  castiog  vote. 

It  being  argued  that  a  person  was  disqualified  for  voting  at  the 
election  of  a  deacon,  because  he  was  bellman  of  the  borough — 
the  objection  was  repelled.* 


HEJUOT 

V, 


At  the  election  of  magistrates  for  the  borough  of  |^o.  S5. 
Haddington,  a  dispute  having  arisen  between  two 
parties,  each  of  whom  pretended  that  they  were 
didy  elected,  mutual  actions  of  reduction  and  de- 
clarator were  raised  for  setting  aside  their  oppon- 
ents, and  declaring  their  own  right 

*  The  import  of  the  judgrnent  upon  the  last  point  is  uncertain,  it 
being  stated  by  the  respondents  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  voter  had 
resigned  hib  oflSce  before  he  tendered  bis  vote. 


V. 
RAT. 
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1735.  It  appears  that  at  the  previous  meeting  of  the 

HERioT~~  incorporation  of  hammermen  for  the  election  of 
their  deacon,  Robert  Sawers  and  John  Hay  had 
offered  themselves  as  candidates.  The  votes,  be- 
ing eight  in  number,  were  equally  divided  j  where- 
upon the  former  deacon,  who  presided  on  the  oc- 
casion, gave  his  casting  vote  for  Sawers. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  appellants, 
that,  even  in  the  case  of  there  being  an  equality, 
the  old  deacon  had  no  privilege  pf  a  casting  vote ; 
but  it  was  further  objected,  that  John  Young,  one 
of  the  voters,  was,  by  the  rules  of  the  borough,  dis- 
qualified as  a  public  servant,  being  bellman  of  the 
town.  It  was  likewise  stated,  that  Robert  Sawers 
had  not  paid  up  his  quarterly  accounts  to  the  in- 
corporation, and  was,  on  that  account,  incapable, 
in  terms  of  an  act  of  council,  of  electing  or  being 
elected. 

At  the  election  of  the  deacon  of  the  weavers,  the 
corporation  separated.  One  party  chose  Charles 
Lawrie,  in  the  interest  of  the  respondents ;  while 
the  adherents  of  the  appellants  held  a  separate  meet- 
ing, and  elected  Andrew  Smith. 

Under  these  circumstances,  these  several  indivi- 
duals assumed  to  themselves  the  status  of  deacons, 
and  voted  at  the  subsequent  election  of  magistrates. 
John  Hay  and  Henry  Smith  supported  the  appel- 
lants ;  Robert  Sawers  and  Charles  Lawrie  support- 
ed the  respondents  ;  and  the  question  between  the 
parties  turned  upon  the  merits  of  the  previous  elec- 
tions of  deacons. 

The  appellants,  who  had  got  possession,  objected 
to  the  competency  of  the  respondents'  action,  on 
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the  ground  that  it  had  not  been  raised  within  eight     ^[^' 
weeks  from  liie  date  of  the  election,  which  was     heriot 
allied  to  have  been  irregular ;  that  being  the  time       rat. 
lunited  by  the  act  (7  Geo.  II.  c.  16.  §  7.)  for 
bringing  such  actions. 

The  respondents  answered,  that  the  prescription 
in  the  act  founded  on  relates'  only  to  the  general 
annual  election  of  magistrates  and  councillors,  and 
not  to  the  election  of  deacons ;  and,  at  any  rate, 
that  they  (the  respondents)  having  continued  in  the 
peaceable  possession  of  their  office  until  the  occa- 
sion of  the  general  election,  when  the  appellants  * 
declared  their  election  void  j  the  wrong  of  which 
they  complain  was  only  donb  then,  and,  conse- 
quentiy,  the  prescription  against  their  right  of  com- 
plaining can  only  run  from  that  time. 

They  further  answered,  that  the  bellman  did  not 
receive  any  wages  from  the  town,  and  that,  although 
a  public  servant,  he  was  not  thereby  disqualified/ 
either  by  the  rules  or  the  practice  of  the  burgh. 

In  reply  to  this,  the  appellants  adduced  an  act 
of  the  council}  made  in  February  1734,  by  which 
they  discharged  any  of  the  town  servants  to  vote 
at  subsequent  electicms. 

To  this  it  was  answered,  that  the  council  had  no 
power  to  make  such  a  by-law,  and  that  the  same 
had  been  unanimously  rejected  by  the  incorporation. 
It  was  further  stated  that,  in  point  of  fact.  Young 
had  resigned  his  office,  and  another  person  had 
been  elected  bellman  in  his  stead,  before  he  gave 
his  vote ;  so  that  the  objections,  even  if  they  were 
sound,  would  not  apply  to  him. 

As  to  the  objection  made  to  the  casting  v6te> 


V. 
RAT. 
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1735,  the  respondents  answered,  that,  by  the  custom  of 
HERioT^"  Haddington,  as  well  as  of  almost  ail  the  boroughs 
in  Scodand,  deacons  have  two  votes, — one  in 
course  with  the  other  members  oi  the  trade,  and 
the  other  as  a  casting-vote,  in  the  ev^it  of  there 
being  an  equality ;  in  the  same  manner  as  it  was 
found,  in  a  late  case,  that  the  provost  of  this  bo*- 
rough  had ;  and  as  it  has  been  found,  in  the  cases 
of  the  hammermen  of  Perth,  and  the  goldsmitlis  of 
Edinburgh,  that  deacons  had*"* 

The  Court  (26th  February  1735)  «  repelled  the 
<*  objection,  that  it  was  more  than  eight  weeks  af- 
<^  ter  the  election  of  the  deacons,  before  the  raising 
*^  the  said  William  Rsy^s  process ;  and  sustained 
<^  the  said  John  Young's  vote,  notwithstanding  the 
'<  objection ;  and  found  that  the  deacon  of  a  trade 
<^  has  a  title  to  the  first  vote,  and  also  to  the  cast- 
^*  ing  vote,  in  case  of  an  equality )  and  repelled 
^<  the  objection,  that  Robert  Sawers  was -under  an 
incapacity,  because  of  his  deficiency  in  his  quar- 
terly payments,  of  being  elected  a  deacon,  and 
**  found  him  duly  elected )  and  before  answer,  al- 
**  lowed  either  party  a  conjunct  proci,  as  to  the 
**  points  not  above  determined ;  and  ordained  either 
*'  party  to  give  in  a  condescendence  of  the  facts 
"  th^  want  to  prove/' 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  appellants,  in 
which  they  stated^  that  the  summons  with  which 
they  had  been  served  was  blank,  and  pleaded,  1st, 
that  the  {Mrescription  must  apply,  because  execut- 

*  None  of  the  dfdsMms  here  refened  to  have  heen  found  in  the 
reports. 
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ing  such  a  summons  was  not  raising  an  action  in       iy3&>. 

tenns  of  the  statute ;  and,  2d,  That  Robert  Sawers     heriot  ~ 

was  not  duly  qualified  tp  be  elected^  in  regard  be       rIV. 

did  not  pay  scot  sQd  lot,  and  because  of  the  other 

objections  ahready  stated  against  him. 

The  Court  (28th  Febniaiy  1735)  «*  refused  the 

^*  said  petition  as  to  the  prescription,  in  regard  no 

'<  blank  summons  can  now  be  executed ;  but  or-  ^ 
dained  the  other  points  of  the  said  petition  to  be 
seen  and  answered  against  the  1st  of  June,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  act  already  pronounced  to 

**  go  out,**  &C.  . 
Hie  appeal  was  brought  firom  these  two  interlo-     Entered 

cutors  of  the  26th  and  28th  February  1735.  *^"'**'  ^^^*- 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment 

"judged,  &C.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  the   ^"  ^^'*'^3^- 

"  interlocutory  sentences  therein  complained  of  be 

«  affirmed.'* 

For  Appellants,  Ja.  ErsMne  and   fPHl.  Ha- 
mUton. 

For  Respondents,  Ch.  Areshine  and  W.  Murray. 

It  does  not  appear  that  tbe  qnestion  t^rding  dawers'  incapacity, 
(upon  fdiioh  point  the  nddiiii^  petition  had  been  aptioittted  to  be 
answered^)  waa  made  the  sul^iect  of  tbe  appeaL  In  the  reepondenta' 
paper  it  ia  expresdy  aaanmed  that  it  was  not>  and,  accordingly,  no 
argument  ia  there  git^  upon  die  subject. 
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1736. 


URQUUABT. 


OORDOM 

.!:  __   Sir  William  Gordon,  Bart.  Alex-^ 

ANPER  Gordon  of  Ardpch,  Esq.  V Appellants ; 
and  others,  Tenants  of  Ardoch,  J 
Jane.  Mackenzie,  Widow  of  John  l^j^^^^ir 
URdUHART  of  Newhall,  Esq.    -  J       ^^ 

6ih  February,  1736. 

• 

PsaaoNAL  AND  RBAL.-~Di8CHAROB.— A  widow  being  ii^eft  for 
her  jointare  in  certain  lands^  agreed  with  the  son  to  accept  a 
restricted  sum  out  of  other  lands,  which  being  afterwards  se- 
questhited  by  his  creditors,  she  brought  an  action  against  the 
purchaser  and  tenants  of  the  first  estate  for  her  jointure  and. 
bjrgones ;— the  claim  was  sustained. 

The  purchaser  having  acquired  right  to  a  wadset  of  the  huids> 
in  consideration  of  \^hich  he  had  reserved  a  part  of  the 
price,— found  that  the  wadset,  though  prior  in  date,  did  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  claim. 

Costs,  L.40,.  given  to  respondent. 


No.  36.  Alexander  Urquhart  possessed  the  lands  of 
Ardoch,  subject  to  a  wadset  for.  8000  merks  Scots. 
In  the  tnarriage  contract  of  his  son  John  with  the 
respondent,  these  lands  were  conveyed  to  her  in 
liferent  for  her  jointure,  to  the  amount  of  nine 
chalders  of  victual,  with  customs  and  services,  with 
other  lands  in  case  of  eviction  or  non-redemption. 
In  1696,  John  sold  the  lands  of  Ardoch  to  Sir 
Adam  Gordon,  (^ther  of  the  appellant,)  who  in 
consideration  of  the  incumbrances  with  which  they 
were  charged,  was  allowed  to  retain  a  proportion 
of  the  price  in  his  hands. 
The  respondent  afterwards  entered  into  an  ar- 
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raogement  with  her  son,  whereby  she  agreed  to  »•      ^^^^^ 
strict  the  jointure  to  six  chalders  and  a  mansion- 


•osnoB 


house,  and  to  accept  the  victual  out  of  the  lands  of  ^- 
Newhall,  in  lieu  of  that  payable  to  her  from  the 
lands  of  Ardoch  ;  but  she  did  not  renounce  her  in- 
feftment  in  Ardoch.  In  virtue  of  this  agreement, 
she  possessed  the  lands  of  New^all,  house  and  gar- 
dens, as  her  jointure,  till  about  17^>  when  her 
son's  affairs  having  become  embarrassed,  the  estate 
was  sequestrated  by  the  Court  He  shortly  after- 
wards died  insolvent 

The  respondent  brougjit  an  action  against  the 
appellant,  Alexander  Gordon,  who  then  possessed 
the  estate,  and  against  the  tenants,  for  recovering 
the  rents  and  prolSts  of  the  lands ;  and  also  for  re- 
ducing the  conveyance  by  her  husband,  and  all 
that  had  followed  thereon,  in  so  far  as  they  stood 
in  the  way  of  her  infeftment 

It  was  stated  in  defence,  that  as  the  respondent 
had,  by  the  contract  lyi^f  not  only  restricted  her 
jointure  to  six  chalders,  hut  had  accepted  of  a  new 
aHocation  of  the  same,  in  full  satisfaction  of  her 
jointure  upon  Ardoch,  she  could  not  afterwards 
have  recourse  upon  Ardoch.  To  tins  it  was  an- 
swered, that  that  contract  was  only  a  personal  en- 
gagement with  her  son,  to  be  coirtented  with  a 
•smaller  payment  out  of  the  lands  of  Newhall  than 
she  was  entitied  to  out  of  those  of  Ardoch.  As 
she  had  not  renounced  her  real  right  on  Ardoch,  so 
neither  had  she  redeived  any  real  security  on  New- 
hall ;  and  even  if  the  transaction  had  amounted  to 
an  excambion,  the  nature  of  that  contract  is  such, 
that,  upon  eviction  of  the  lands,  the  party  suflfering 
it  is  aHitled  to  resume  what  he  gave  in  exchange. 
The  case  being  reported  to  the  Court,  it  was  found, 

N 
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^^gg-      <32d  July  1750,)  "  that  the  putmier  had  recourse 
GORDON     «  to  lier  jointure  lands  of  Ardoch  ;**  and  the  Lord 
URQUBART.   Ordinary  (25th  July,)  ^*  decerned  in  the  mails  and 
<<  duties  against  the  tenants  and  possessors/' 

Various  proceedings  followed ;  and  on  the  Sitb 
June  1732,  the  Court  found,  ^Vthat  the  pursuer  had 
<'  recourse  to  her  jointure  lands  of  Ardodi»  to  the 
<<  extent  of  six  chalders  of  beer  yearly,  with  the 
**  customs,  services,  and  carriages  suitable  thereto; 
<*  but  found  she  had  no  recourse  to  the  house  or 
**  gardens  of  Ardoch/'  Upon  advising  a  petition 
against  the  latter  part  of  this  interlocutor,  they 
found,  (ISth  February  1733,)  ''  that  the  pursuer 
'<  was  not  only  entitled  to  six  chalders  of  victual, 
*^  but  also  to  a  house ;  and  decerned  according- 
« ly,"  &c. 

In  the  mean  time,  the  appellant,  Alexander  Gor* 
don,  presented  a  petition,  founding  upon  the  wad- 
set on  the  lands,  which,  he  contended,  being  prior 
in  time  to  the  jointure,  must  be  preferable  to  it ;  to 
which  it  being  answered,  that  a  part  of  the  price 
liad  been  retained  by  the  purchaser,  for  paying  off 
iBcumbrances,  of  which  the  wadset  wad  one,  and 
the  Mtate  was  thereby  cleared  of  it— the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary, to  whom  the  cause  was  remitted,  found, 
<ld<h  January  17^3,)  ''  thai;  the  wadset  right  be* 
^'  ing  paid  by  the  price  of  the  lands,  could  not  com- 
<<  pete  with  the  relict,  and  therefore  preferred  the 
^*  lady,  and  decerned." 
Entered  '^^  ^PP^  ^^  brouj^t  fiom  part  of  the  inter* 

A^ed  ^^'  ^^^^^^'^^'^  of  i24th  June  173%  andirom  thoae  of  tbe 
May  3.  SSA  February  and  SOth  April  1733.* 


*  Hb  joornalf  do  aot  ivtruet  wliit  otiuBr  utiBrl^cttlnn  tnttMUM 
when  the  appetl  was  allowed  to  be  amended. 


Pleaded^  the  AppelkaUi  :^l.  The  wadset  for  iw. 
8000  merks  was  a  bona  fide  incumbrance  upon  the 
estate,  before  the  respondent's  marriage  coBfxact ; 
and  as  the  same  was  purchased  by  Sir  Adam  Gor- 
don, he  ought  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  incum* 
brancer,  against  whom  she  could  not  have  recover- 
ed one  penny  of  the  rents  till  i^demption ;  and  al- 
though this  incumbrance  was  deducted  out  of  the 
price  oi  the  lands,  that  is  no  reason  why  Sir  Adam 
Gordon  riiould  not  have  the  benefit  of  it,  to  pro- 
tect his  possession  when  purchased  in  with  his  own 
mpney. 

2.  The  contract  in  VJXS^  whereby  the  res^Hwdwt 
released  her  liferent  in  Afdoch,  and  accepted  of  a 
new  allocatiw  for  six  chalders  over  NewhaU,  was 
a  contract  for  love  and  favour  from  a  mother  to  ^r 
son,  and  was  intended  to  relieve  him  of  his  ww- 
randice  to  the  purchaser,  and  therefor^  ought  v^i 
to  be  construed  as  a  mere  excambion ;  and  it  would 
be  extremely  hard  to  permit  her  now  to  depart  fropi 
it,  and  have  her  relief  against  the  purchaser^  who, 
resting  on  the  faith  of  it,  has  lost  the  benefit  of  \m 
son's  warrandice,  he  having  since  died  insolvent 

H.  Si^>posing  the  secjuestration  of  the  lands  c^f 
Newhall  from  the  reeponde^t  to  be  a  foundation 
for  relief  agaiost  those  of  Ardocb^  yet  «ucfa  fehef 
oqght  not  to  exceed  irhgt  she  r«Atricted  berneif  to 
by  the  £ioarewd  agr^ei^ent}  and  ihere^e  l^ere 
was  no  gDowd  for  de(^expg  to  her  the  c^stimMs, 
e^initf efl,  apd  (sefyice^  or  m  allowance  fpr  a  house. 

4.  Th^  hein^  of  jtjh^irespondanf  s  brother  ought  to 
t#vf  \»e^  made  paries  to  the  action^  becajose  pay- 
ments may  have  been  ma4$9.  or  other  Mttisfi^^tion 
given  to  the  respondent  for  her  jointure,  which 
eannot  be  instracted  but  by  them ;  and  because  the 
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^^^J;^^^^^  purchaser  would  be  entitled,  in  the  event  of  the  pre- 
doAooN     sent  claim  being  sustained,  to  recover  damages 

C7&QUBABT.  ffom  thcm  under  the  claim  of  warrandice. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Respondent: — 1.  The  wadset, 
in  terms  of  the  minute  of  sale,  was  paid  off  with 
part  of  the  price  covenanted  to  be  given  for  the 
'  lands,  which  was  the  money  of  the  seller,  and  a  re- 
lease and  renunciation  of  the  wadset  was  taken»  as 
well  to  the  seller  as  to  the  purchaser,  according  to 
the  provision  in  the  minute  \  which  shows  that  an 
extinction,  and  not  a  conveyance,  was  intended,  as 
well  as  executed.  Therefore,  neither  Sir  Adam, 
nor  any  deriving  right  from  him,  can  found  upon 
this  wadset,  to  exclude  the  respondent's  jointure. 

2.  The  respondent  never  renounced  her  infeft- 
ment  in  the  lands  of  Ardoch,  nor  received  any 
other  in  lieu  thereof.  Tlie  agreement  amounts  to 
no  more  than  a  restriction  of  her  demand  to  six 
chalders,  and  a  personal  obligation  on  her  to  be 
contented  with  a  jointure  to  that  extent,  out  of 
the  lands  of  Newhall,  and  a  personal  obligation 
on  her  son  to  secure  her  in  that  payment  ^  and 
if  an  actual  excambion  had  been  made,  she  would 
have  been  entitled  by  law,  upon  the  eviction  of 
Newhall,  to  return  to  her  jointure  lands. 
Jud^nent,       After  healing  counsel,  *<  it  is  ordered  and  ad* 

Feb.  6,  use:  ic  judged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that 
<<  the  several  interlocators,  or  parts  thereof^  as  are 
^  <<  therein  coiflplained  of,  be,  and  are  hereby  affirm- 
'<  ed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  ap- 
^<  peHants  do  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  said 
<^  respondent,  the  sum  of  forty  pounds,  for  her 
<'  costs,  in  respect  of  the  said  i^f^peed.'' 


For  Appellants,  JB.  Dundm,  A.  Hume  CwHpbelL 
For  Respondent,  Dnn.  Forbes,  JF.  Mnrrajf. 
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BEZADAL- 
BANB 


John,  Earl  of  Brbabalbane,  -    -    AppdUmt;      ihhbX&c. 
WiLLUM  Innes,  Geoboe,  Loid)    „         ,   ^ 

r 

nth  February  1736. 

PoBBxeK.*-A  Sootdmuui  dying  in  England,  where  his  will  was 
dnlj  prored  bj  the  executor  dierein  nominated,-~it  was  fbond 
that  an  execator-creditor  could  not  recover  in  Scotland  a  debt 
due  upon  a  bond  to  the  deceased. 

Oath  op  .  Pabty. — Frivilsob— A  daim  of  debt  against  a 
Peer  being  referred  to  his  oath,  the  Court  of  Session  found 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  examinatioii  taken  upon 
honour.     This  point  was  not  expressly  decided  in  the  House  * 
of  Lords* 


Major  Sinclair,  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  ap.  No.  37. 
pointed  Anne  Tibo  his .  sole  executri^s,  by  whom, 
uppn  his  death, .  which  happened  at  London  in 
171 85  the  will  was  duly  proved  in  the  prerogative 
Court  of  Canterbury. 

William  Innes,  being  a  creditor  of  Major  Sinclair 
to  a  considerable  amount,  was  confirmed  executor- 
creditor  in  Scotland,  and  thereafter  raised  an  action 
against  th^  Earl  of  Breadalbane,  for  payment  of  a 
sum  of  L.100,  with  interest,  contained  m  a  bond 
granted  by  the  Earl  in  favour  of  Major  Sin- 
clair. Innes's  right  afterwards  came,  by  successive 
assignations,  to  be  vested  in  Lord  Reay,  the  re- 
spondent 

The  bond  not  being  forthcoming,  the  debt  was 
referred  to  the  Earl's  oath,  (he  having  denied  that 
it  was  due  by  him  to  the  extent  claimed,)  and  com- 


id« 
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mission  was  granted  for  taking  his  deposition  in 
London ;  but  the  Earl  having  failed  to  depone, 
the  Lord  Ordinary  decerned  against  him  in  terms 
of  the  libel. 

After  som^  other  proceedings,  it  was  pleaded  in 
defence  for  the  Earl,  that,  by  the  Major's  will, 
which  had  been  proved  in  the  proper  Court  in 
England,  Anne  Tibo  was  named  his  executrix, 
and  therefore  he  could  not  be  compelled  to  pay 
the  contents  of  the  bond  to  the  pursuers,  until  she 
WW  made  a  party  to  the  suit  j  for  a$  the  bond  it- 
self was  not  produced  or  ready  to  be  delivered  up 
afld  ca&ceDed  upon  payment,  he  might  be  sued 
anew  by  her  in  England,  and  compelled  to  pay  the 
debt  over  9gain« 

It  was  answered  that  it  was  unnecessary,  and  in- 
deed impossible,  to  make  any  other  person  than 
the  Earl  a  party  to  the  suit,  because  as  the  execu- 
trix did  not  reside  in  Scotland,  she  was  not  amena- 
ble to  the  Courts  there.  At  the  same  time,  the 
pursuers  were  williflg,  for  his  further  security/  to 
grant  a  discharge  with  absolute  warrandice. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (December  18,  1734>)  **  re* 
**  pelled  the  allegeance  made  for  the  Earl  of  Bread- 
<*  albane,  the  drfender,  in  respect  of  the  answer 
^^  made  thereto  for  the  pursuer  $  and  decerned  the 
'*  pursuer,  upon  payment,  to  grant  a  discharge  to 
«<  the  Ear),  with  absdute  warrandice/' 

Upon  adWsing  a  petition  for  the  Earl,  the  com- 
mission Ibr  taking  his  oath  was  renewed.  And 
another  petition  being  presented,  praying  an  en- 
largement of  the  tim,e  for  his  examination,  and  that 
the  examination  might  be  taken  upon  honour,  ac- 
c<^tting  to  the  cuM;om  of  examining  peers  in  sifiii* 
lar  cdMS  in  England ;  and  Ukewise  thM^  he  might 
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be  aDowed  an  opportunity  of  making  the  executrix       ^^^^^ 
a  party, — ^the  court  (Feb.  27, 1735,)  reiuaed  the  de- 
sire thereof^  and  adhered. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  of  i*^!^  *^* 
the  20th  June,  12th  November,  and  18th  Decern*  March  i4, 
bep  1734 }  «2d  January,  and  27th  February  1785.  "^^ 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — 1.  Major  Sinclair, 
from  whom  the  money  was  borrowed,  having  by 
his  will  appointed  an  executrix,  who  has  duly 
proved  that  wiD,  she  only,  as  his  proper  represen- 
tative, is  entitled  to  sue  the  appellant ;  and  as  she 
must  be  possessed  of  the  document  of  debt,  she 
alone  can  give  a  proper  discharge  upon  payment 
of  it 

The  respondents,  who  are  only  creditors  of  the 
Major,  have  no  right  to  sue  his  debtors.  The 
executrix  is  the  proper  person  against  whom  such 
a  suit  ought  to  be  directed ;  and,  at  any  rate,  an  ac- 
tion cannot  be  properly  carried  on  against  the  debt- 
ees of  the  deceased  until  the  executrix  is  called 
as  a  party  to  it. 

For  if  she  who  is  possessed  of  the  bond,  be  not 
made  a  party,  then  the  appellant  may  be  sued  a 
second  time  by  her ;  and  it  would  be  in  v«n  to 
plead  in  bar  to  such  an  action,  raised  by  her  in 
England,  t^at  the  appellant  had  been  decreed  by 
the  Court  cS  Session  to  pay  the  debt  to  another 
prison.  The  executrix  not  being  a  pi^rty  <x>  the 
present  action,  her  interest  cannot  be  affected  by 
k;  and  the  appellant  has  always  been  ready  to 
pay  n^atever  sum  may  be  actually  owing  by  him, 
upon  receiving  a  proper  discharge,  and  being  ef- 
fectually relieved  of  all  claims  against  him  at  the 
instance  of  her,  or  any  having  right  through  her  to 
t^  bond  in  question. 
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J|2i^  This  debt  cannot  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
efl^cts  of  the  testator  in  Scotland,  it  having  been 
contracted  in  England,  and  no  real  security  given, 
of  a  nature  to  subiect  it  to  the  Scottish  Courts, 
■nie  HM«n«.t,  ««!«  in  En^  „  6«f^j 
as  in  Scotland,  is  thereby  exposed  to  action  at  the 
instance  of  the  executrix. 

2.  If  the  appellant  was  to  be  examined,  his  ex- 
amination  ought  to  have  been  taken  upon  honour ; 
he  being,  as  a  peer  of  Great  Britain,  entitled  to 
that  privilege  of  the  peerage. 

Pleaded  for  ihe  Be&pandents: — 1.  As  the  appel- 
lant cannot  pretend  that  he  had  paid  the  debt  to 
the  executrix  in  England,  he  cannot  avoid  paying 
it  to  the  executor  in  Scotland,  who  has  made  up 
a  proper  title  according  to  law.  For  as  the  admin- 
istr^on  in  England  could  not  vest  in  the  executor 
there  any  right  to  such  of  the  Msgor's  property  as 
was  in  Scotland,  it  could  not  stand  in  the  way  of 
his  creditors  recovering  that  property  by  the  legal 
form.  It  would  produce  infinite  inconvenience 
were  it  the  rule  that  creditors  in  one  part  of  the 
kingdom  must,  in  such  a  case,  sue  the  executors 
appointed  in  the  other  part,  and  be  barred  from 
recovering  the  effects  of  their  debtor  from  persons 
who  are  within  the  jurisdiction  in  which  his  effects 
are  situated.  Althpugh  the  bond  happened  to  be 
granted  in  England,  yet  as  Major  Sinclair  was  a 
Scotsman,  and  likewise  the  appellant,  who  has  his 
estate  and  ordinary  residence  in  Scotland,  the  sum 
contained  in  the  bond  must  be  held  to  be  part  of 
the  Major's  effects  in  Scotland ;  and  as  there  is  no 
doubt  that  his  creditors  in  Scotland  could,  during 
his  lifetime,  by  arrestment  and  forthcoming,  have 
compelled  the  appellant  to  pay  to  them  without  the 
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Migor's  consent^  and  in  competition  with  him,  it  is 

evident  that  they  must  have  the  same  remedy  after 

his  death»  in  preference  to  his  English  executor, 

who  has  not  hitherto  made  up  any  proper  title  to  »"««•*  *^ 

such  of  his  effects  as  are  situated  in  Scotiand« 

2^  Although,  in  the  High  Court  of  Chanceiy, 
answers  put  in  foy  the  peers  upon  their  honour,  are 
held  sufficient,  yet  the  respondents  are  advised  that 
when  it  is  necessary  for  peers  to  give  evidence  in 
any  cause,  they  submit  to  be  examined  upon  oath. 
In  the  present  case  the  appdlant's  oath  is  demand- 
ed  m  nwdum  probaiiomg^  and  it  will  be  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  conclusive  evidence  for  himsdf  as  well 
as  for  the  respondents. 

•   ^  •  •      •  •  #  • 

After  hearing  counsel,  **it,is  ordered  and  ad- judgment 
«« judged,  &c.  that  the  several  interlocutors  com-  f^^^^  ^*' 
^*  plained  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed; 
<*  and  that  the  appellant  be  absolved  from  the  pre- 
«« sent  instance  or  libel." 


For  Appellant,  William  Hamilton. 

For  Respondents,  Dun.  Forbes  and  W.  Murray. 
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TROTTEK 


Hpnrt  Teotter,  of  Morton  Hall.1    ^^^^^ 

Alexander,  Earl  of  Marchmont  }.  ^ 
William,  Earl  of  Hohe  ;  An«  I 
DREW  Hogg  of  Harcarse,  Esq. ;  ^Beipondents. 
William    Home    and     Roger 

MOODIE }  •  * 

12il&  i^Vimify,  17S6.    . 

Co«]ioirrr.«*-PxxM]iiPTioir.^-»Tlie  proprfetmr  of  a  moor  (ovor 
.  iriudi  seroral  heritors. had  rig^fei  of  tervitudoj)  pooaotsod 
other  huidsy  to  which  no  aervitude  oa  the  moor  belongedj  hat 
the  tenants  of  whidi  were  in  use  for  ahonre  forty  years,  of  pas- 
tnri^g  cattle^  &c.  in  oomiaon  with  the  occupiers  of  the  domf- 
asnt  knds.  Fonnd  in  a  process  of  diTisiao  of  the  moor,  that 
ite  proprietor  of  the  uoor,  (besidea  one  fouth  IttfaMDR  jmfci- 
jNiii«y)  was  entitled  to  a  dm  in  respeet  of  these  other  ^id^ 
Tixiji  Te  p^a8fKB.«-*AcT  l695«  c.  38>*-Found  th«t  a  person, 
having  only  a  right  of  serritade»  is  entitled  to  porsae  a  divi- 
sioii  under  the  Act  1695. 


[;FoL  Diet.  L  p.  155.  IIL  p.  137.     £dgar  p.  16— Rem.  Dec  I. 
No.  42,  p.  SS.  Mor.  Diet.  p.  2462.3*. 


No*  38.  The  Barony  of  Eogo,.  with  the  common  moor  of 
the  same,  belonged  originally  to  the  Earls  of  Home. 
The  lands  were  afterwards  parcelled  out  among 
different  heritors ;  the  greater  part,,  with  a  servi- 
tude of  pasturage  and  feal  and  divot  on  the  moor, 
belonging  to  the  respondents,  and  the  remainder 
being  possessed  by  the  appellant  and  his  predeces- 
sors, in  virtue  of  a  wadset  from  the  Earl  of  Home. 
The  appellant  was  also  infeft  in  the  lands  of  Char- 

*  The  part  of  the  case  which  Is  given  in  these  reports,  (relating  te 
the  elaim  ofptwctfNfam,)  was  not  made  the  subject  of  the  sppeitl. 
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terludl  ^md  WhrnkerAanet,  which  wen  ccmtigaous      m6. 
to  the  common,  bat  did  m»t  fonn  part  of  the  Baro^    tmttbb. 

ny  of  Fogo.  uAMcnon, 

An  actloa  wss  raised  b  j  Hogg  of  Ha»ane»  one       '^ 
of  die  heritors,  for  dividing  the  common  in  terms 
oftfaeactl69^,cS8. 

The  qypellant  claimed  a  share  of  the  moor, 
t9mqmam pracipuwm^  to  himself  as  proprietor,  be-* 
ing  in  right  of  tlie  Earl  of  Home.  He  iurther 
chdmed  a  portion  in  leq^ct  of  his  lands  of  Char- 
tediall  and  Wfainkentanes,  the  tenants  of  which  had 
been  in  uninterrupted  possession  of  a  right  of  com- 
mont7  thereon  for  above  fixrty  jeam.  The  £arl  of 
Hcmie  dt^ted  that  althougfa  tiie  tmants  of  these 
huufa  might  have  had  such  possession,  yet  that  wae 
to  be  presumed  to  have  been  only  by  licence  of 
the  appellant's  ancestor,  who  although  infeft  in 
those  lands,  had  at  the  same  time  the  wadset  from 
Lord  Home's  ancestor  of  the  moor  itadif  }  such  li- 
cence by  the  wadsetter  oouid  not  acquire  to  those 
lands  any  right  of  commonty  upon  the  moor,  to 
the  iH*^udice  of  the  other  dominant  tenemeotts» 

A  question  having  also  arisen  touching  the  title 
of  a  person  having  onlyarightof  earritode  topnr^ 
sue  for  such  a  division,  the  court  (dlst  December 
1723)  found  ^*  that  a  peison,  though  having  only 
**  a  ri^t  of  servitude,  was  entitled  to  punraeaHji- 
<<  vision  on  the  Act  of  Bsrlisment  l€95 ;  And  that 
the  defender  (Mortonhali)  could  not  preacrihe  a 
right  <^  servitude  on  the  Moor  of  Fogoy  for  his 
lands  of  Charter-haU,  Whtakerstanes^  &c.  by  any 
possesion  the  tenants  of  the  said  lands  nri^t 
**  have  on  the  said  moor  after  the  date  of  the  wad- 
**  set  right  of  the  lands  of  Fogo  and  the  said  moor 
^'  by  the  Earl  of  Home  to  his  predecessors." 


€€ 
€€ 
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^^^"         Theseafter  (7th  January,  1724,)  it  was  found 

TM.oTwam.    <<  tibiA  ttie  proprietor  ought  to  have  a  fourth  part 

lUBcmMY,  '*  of  the  moor  allocated  to  him,  iasiquam  prac^mum^ . 

^'       <<  as  the  value  of  his  property,  and  ^t  l^e  re- 

^^mainder  ought  to   be    divided  proportionally, 

*^  conform  to  the  act  of  Parliament,  amongst  the 

neighbouring  heritors  who  had  possessed  the 

same  »  commonly;    aUowing   the   proprietor 

alwajrs  a  share  in  that  divisicm  effeiring  to  his 

*^  lands,  whereof  the  tenants  had  promiscuous  pos- 

**  session  with  the  heritors  of  the  dominant  tene- 

**  ments,"  &a* 

A  petition  was  presented  by  Mortonhall  against, 
the  previous  interiocutor  of  the  Slcrt:  December, 
upon  advising  which,  the  court  (23d  Jan.)  found 
that  he  could  not. prescribe  a  right  of  servitude, 
on  the  Moor  of  Fogo  for  any  lands' belonging  to 
<<  him  in  property,  hot  contained  in  thie  wadset 
<<  right,  by  any  possession  the  tenants  of  the  said, 
lands  might  have  had  on  the  moor.after  the  date 
of  the  wadset  right ;   witiiout  prejudice  of  any 
right,  or  claim  of  servitude,  or  possession,  com-, 
petent  to  him  or  his  predecessors  for  their  other 
(<  lands  prior  to  the  wadset ;  and  that  the  said  pos- 
session, during  the  wadset,  could  not  entitle  him 
<<  to  any  greater  share  in  the  division  than  what 
corresponded  to. the  wadset  lands,  either  with 
respect. to  the  Earl  of  Home  in  case  of  redemp- 
".tion,  or  with  the  other  heritors/* 
.  Mortonhall  again  petitioned,  and  stated  that  the 
previous  judgments  had  been  pronounced  on  the 
footing  that .  his  and  his  predecessors'  right  to  the 


*  Thii  is  the  only  interlocutor  in  the  case  whieh  is  reported.     It 
19M  not  appeiled  from. 

4 
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lands  had  been  only  a  wadset^  but  he  had  since  ^^^^22SImb 
discovered  that  it  had  been  absolute  and  irredeem-    -^MtnM, 
able,  a  crown  charter  having  been  granted  in  1662  m aecbv^vt,  ' 
of  the  lands  of  Fogo»  &c.;  and,  therefore,  the  pos*       ^ 

•  session  of  his  tenants  ought  to  have  the  same  effect 
as  if  the  Earl  of  Home  had  been  proprietor. 

It  was  ^Mtr^r^  that  no  proof  of  this  was  pro- 
duced. The  crown  charter  proceeded  only  on 
the  wadset,  and  did  not  bear  to  be  *<  irredeemably," 
but  simply  <<  heritably  j''  while  the  expired  appris- 
ing of  the  reversion,  founded  on  by  himself,  show- 
ed that  his  right  previously  rested  entirely  on  the 
wadset.  But  whatever  the  nature  of  his  title  might 
have  been,  the  lands  of  Whinkerstanes  and  Charter- 
hall  could  have  no  right  to  a  share  of  the  Moor  of 

•  Fogo,  never  having  belonged  to  the  family  of 

•  Home,  from  whom  the  other  heritors  had  already 
got  rights  of  servitude ;  and,  theref<M*e,  neither  the 
Earl  nor  Mortonhall  could  grant  to  other  lands 
new  rights  inconsistent  with  theirs.  As  to  the 
possession,  Mortonhall  does  not  pretend  that  he 
had  any  prior  to  the  wadset ;  and  then  being  pro- 
prietor of  both,  theone  could  not  prescribe  a  right 
o£  servitude  over  the  other ;  res  sua  msmimi  servit* 
But  even  if  it  could  be  held  that  these  lands  were 
entitled  to  a  share,  this  could  not  be  to  the  pre- 

'  judice  of  the  other  dominant  tenements,  but  must 
^  come  off  the  portion  which  had  been  allotted  to 
'  Mortonhall  as  proprietor. 

.  B^pKedf'^ThBt  although  it  might  be  the  case 
t  that  neither  the  Earl  nor  Mortonhall  could  grant 
servitudes  inconsistent  with  those  previously  exist- 
ing, yet  it  did  not  appear  that  the  introducing  the 
lands  of  Whinkerstanes,  &c.  was  either  posterior  to 
those    rights,  or,   if  posterior,  inconsistent  with 


190  QAME9  ON  APFSAL  FROM  SOOTI^ANDw 

^^^^Hiii^^^^ them*    Th«  extent  of  those  servitudes  oould  only 

TJtoTTBB    be  ascertaiiied  by  the  use ;  and  as  Mortonhall's 

MABCRifovT>  possession  by  his   tenants,    both  of  Fogo  and 

^       Whinkerstanes,  was  admitted,  it  followed  that  this 

was  not  inconsistent  with  them*    They  were  thus 

distinctly  limited  and  defined  in  their  extent ;  and, 

therefore,  cannot  interfere  with  the  proprietor's 

disposing  of  the  residue*  so  long  as  he  did  not 

trench  upon  them* 

Although  it  is  true  that  res  suaaemini  servitf 
i*  e»  that,  holding  Mortonhall  to  be  proprietor  6f 
the  Moor,  he  could  not  claim  any  interest  Jure 
eeroitutis;  yet  his  possession  for  forty  years  has  the 
effect  of  limiting  the  other  servitudes,  and  there- 
fi>re  preserves  to  him  the  right  in  the  remainder 
whidi  is  his,  as  part  and  pertinent  of  his  property. 
The  court  (17th  July,  1731,)  "  found  that  Mor- 
*'  tonhall  had  not  proven  the  allegeance,  viz.  that 
*^  the  lands  of  Charterhall  and  Whinkerstanes  had 
any  possession  or  servitude  in  the  Moor  of  Fogo 
before  he  acquired  the  wadset  from  the  £arl  of 
*^  Home,  and  therefore  adhered,''  &c.  Cixnmission 
was   afterwards  granted  by  the  Lord    Ordinary 
(19th  February,  173^1 )  for  dividing  the  commonty 
among  the  heritors,  ^^  excluding  from  the  division 
'*  the  lands  of  Charterhall  and  Whinkerstanes." 
Entered  Jan.      ^^^  appeal  was brought  from  the  interlocutors  of 
A^iilddl      the  8th  January,  and  ^Ist  December,  1723;  the 
Feb.  \9,  -*    23d  January,  and  15th  Fd>ruaiy,  17^4 ;  the  S6th 
November,    and    S7£h    December,    1726;    6th 
February,  17th  and  30th  July,  17^1 ;  and  19th 
Febmaiy,  170^ ;  the  15th  December,  1733,  and 
18th  Jamiary,  1734« 
Judgment,        After  hearing  counsel,  *^  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
Feb.i«,irs«.  « judged,  &c.  that  the  said  interlocutors  of  the 


if 
« 
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••  15th  December,  I7SS,  and  18th  January,  1734,       ^^9$. 
be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed;  and  that    trottib 
80  much  of  the  other  interlocutors  cooiplauMdbf  uamcbmovt, 
<<  as  exclude  or  tend  to  exchide  the   lands  of       ^^ 
<<  Charterhall  and  Whinkerstanes  from  a  share  in 
'*  the  division. of  the  common  in  question  be,  and 
'*  the  same  areliereby  also  reversed  $  and  diat  the 
'*  said  other  interlocutors  in  all  other  respects  be, 
<^  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed :  And  it  is 
*^  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Lords  of  Session  do 
**  grant  a  new  commission  to  divide  the  said  Com- 
<<  mon  among  the  several  heritors,  produdng  their 
**  interests,  including  in  the  said  division  the  lands 
"  of  Charterhall  and  Whinkerstanes." 

For  Appellant,  Duncan  FarbeSy  JFilUam  Ham- 
iUan. 

For  Respondents,  James  Erskine,  A.  Hume 
Can^pbell. 
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MAIBK 

V, 


NAiRif  &c  John  Nairn  of  Greenyards,  Esq.    -  Appdbmt 
Margaret,  Lady  DowagerNairn, 


No.  89. 


ReqxmdenUn 


:  et  aliij  her  creditors  and  heirs  of  | 
entail.    The  Lord  Advocate,  on 
behalf  of  his  Majesty.    -    -    - 

liith  Majf  17S6. 

Tailzis.— CLAUta— In  an  entail  in  favour  of  a  daughter, 
naminoHm,  a  dauae  '  pohibiting  the  hein  female  of  the 
'  aaid  Margaret,  her  bodj,  or  any.  other  of  the  heira  maleaad 
'  of  taibde  above  written,  (ezeqpt.the  heirs  male  of  the  said 
'  Margaret'a  body,)  to  sell,'  &c  fimnd  to  debar  the  daughter 
from  selling. 


[Elchies,  voce  Tailiie,  No.  5.]] 


StR  Robert  Nairn  of  Strathord,  (senator  of  the 
CoU^e  of  Justice,)  having  entered  into  a  contract 
with  John,  Marquis  of  Athol,  for  the  marriage  of 
his  daughter,  Margaret,  with  one  or  other  of  the 
younger  sons  of  the  Marquis,  bound  himself  to 
setde  his  estate,  failing  heirs  male  of  his  own  body, 
on  his  said  daughter  and  the  heirs  of  the  marriage. 
Hie  contract  contained  aprocuratory  for  resigning 
tiie  estate  in  favour  of  himself,  and  the  other  sub- 
stilutions,  imder  the  limitations  of  the  intended  en- 
tail, which  contained  the  following  clause :  '  And 
that  it  should  nowise  be  lawful  to  the  heirs 
female  to  be  procreate  of  the  said  Margaret 
Nairn,  her  body,  nor  any  other  of  the  heirs  male 
and  of  tailzie,  before  mentioned,  succeeding  in 
the  said  lands  and  estate,  by  virtue  of  the  fore- 
said tailzie  and  substitution,  (except  the  heirs 
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*  male  of  the  said  Margaret,  her  body,  in  the  then       ^^^^ 

*  intended  or  other  subsequent  marriage,  according 
'  to  the  provision  and  destination  therein  specified,)  naibn,  &«, 

*  or  any  of  them,  to  sell,  annaUzie,  dispone,  dilapi-^ 

*  date,  or  put  away  the  foresaid  lands  and  estate* 

*  or  any  part  or  portion  thereof,  nor  to  innovate  or 

*  infringe  the  said  tailzie,  nor  to  contract  debt,'  &c. 
under  the  sanction  of  strictly  irritant  and  resolutive 
provisions.     *  Declaring,    nevertheless,    that    the 

*  said  restriction  of  innovating  the  said  tailzie,  con* 
'  tracting  debts,  or  disponing  upon  the  said  estate, 
'  should  be  nowise  extended  to  the  heirs  male  of 
^  the  said  then  intended  marriage  to  be  procreate 

*  between  the  said  Margaret,  and  the  said  Lord 

*  George  Murray,  and  failing  of  him,  any  other  of 
'  his  brothers  whom  she  should  happen  to  marry, 

*  and  failing  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  said  marriage 

*  between  them,  to  the  heirs  male  of  £he  said 

*  Margaret,  her  body,  of  any  other  subsequent  mar- 

*  riage,  who,  and  the  heirs  male-lineally  descending 

*  of  their  bodies,  should  have  power  to  use  and  dis- 

*  pone  upon  the  said  estate  at  their  pleasure,  pro- 

*  viding  the*  $aid  immunity  and  freedom  were  no- 

*  wise  extended  to  the  heirs  female  of' the  said 

* 

*  Margaret,  her  body,  nor  remanent  heirs  of  tailzie 

*  and  provision  before  mentioned/ 

Upon  the  above  procuratory  Sir  Robert  obtained 
a  crown  charter,  in  which  all  the  conditions  and  I681. 
clauses  of  the  entail  were  inserted;  ^nd  upon  his 
death  his  daughter  Margaret  was  served  and  re-  iwu 
toured  heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  to  him ;  and 
afterwsu-ds  married  Lord  William  Murray,  fourth 
son  of  the  Marquis  of  AthoK 

Having  contracted  considerable  debts,  she  en- 
tered into  minutes  <£f  sale  with  the  appellant  re- 
vox-  I.  o 


NAIRN 

; 


194.  CXASES  OK  AVPSAL  FROM  SCOTLAND, 

,    ^^^^      garding  a  portion  of  the  landa  i  but  he  declining 
HAiHi*     ^Q  complete  the  bargain,  on  the  groupd  that  she  was^ 

KAtAN,  &c.  incapacitated  for  selling  by  the  entail,  the  question 
came  before  the  Court  of  Session  upon  a  suspension 
of  a  charge  of  homing  at  her  instance.  She  like- 
wise raised  a  process  of  declarator,  to  have  it  found 
that  she  had  a  right  to  burden  or  alienate  the 
estate. 

'the  case  was  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
when  the  Lords  (January.  2,  17-36,)  found  *That 

*  by  the  contract  dated  12tli  April,  I676,  and  by 

*  the  procuratory  of  resignation  contained  in  the 

*  contract,  dated  15th  July,  I676,  granted  in  im-» 

<  plement  of  the  said  first  contract,  and  pursuant 

*  to  the  powers  therein  reserved  j  and  the  infeft- 
'  ment  following  on  the  said  procuratory,  Margaret, 

*  Lady  Nairn,  the  charger  and  pursuer  of  the  de- 

*  clarator,  is  not  subjected  to  the  prohibitory  clauses 

*  de  non  alienando  et  nan  contrahendo ;  but  that 
'  the  said  Margaret,  Lady  Nairn,  has  power  to 

*  charge  the  estate  with  debts,  and  to  alienate  the 

*  same  ;  and,  therefore,  decerned,  and  declared  in 
'  the  declarator,  at  the  instance  of  the  said  lady 

*  and  her  creditors  against  the  defender,  heirs  of 

<  tailzie,  and  the  officers  of  state,  and  found  the 

*  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  decerned/    This 
interlocutor  was  adhered  ta 

Entered  Feb.       The  appeal  was  brought  fron;i  these  interlocutors 

AmlnHd      of  the  2d  and  31st  January,  I7S6. 

March  ii,~  Pleaded /or  the  AppeUant: — 1.  The  estate  be- 
•  ing  liinit0d  to  Sir  Robert,  and  the  heirs-male  of 
his  body,  whom  failing,  to  the  respondent,  Lady 
Nairn,  and  the  heirs-male  of  her  body,  with  several 
other  substitutions,  and  all  the  heirs  of  entail, 
except  the  heirs-male  of  Lady  Nairn's  body,  be- 


I 

j 


« 
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ing  expreasly  prohibited  from  burdening  or  alienat-       ^^^g- 
ing  the  lands,  tbia  prohibition  must  be  so  construed     ^^^^^ 
as  to  prevent  her  who  is  an  heir  of  entail,  from  sell-  naxew,  &c. 
ing  the  lands^  in  prejudice  of  the  other  heirs. 

2.  As  the  respondent.  Lady  Nairn,  is  not  ex- 
pressly excepted  out  of  the  said  prohibitive  clause, 
the  exception  extending  only  to  the  heirs-male  of 
her  body,  she  must  be  prohibited  from  selling  equal- 
ly with  the  other  heirs  of  entail.  As  it  plainly  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  intention  of  Sir  Robert  to 
preserve  his  estate  in  his  name  and  blood,  it  cannot 
be  presumed  that  he  intended  to  vest  an  absolute 
power  in  Lady  Nairn  to  defeat  the  entail.  When 
he  intended  to  give  a  power  of  selling,  (as  he  did  to 
the  heirs-male  of  her  body,)  he  gave  an  eapre^s 
power ;  but  his  having  given  no  such  power  to  his 
daughter  shows  plainly  his  intention  that  she  should 
be  bound  by  the  prohibitory  clauses,  and  excluded 
iro|n  any  power  of  alienation,  as  well  as  all  tbe 
other  heirs*female. 

Pleaded /or  the  Respondents: — 1.  The  prohibi- 
tory clause  de  nan  alienando  et  non  contraliendo^  is 
not  directed  against  the  whole  heirs  of  entail ;  it 
commences  only  from  the  heirs-female  of  the  Lady 
Nairn's  body,  and  therefore  she  and  the  preceeding 
heirs  are  thereby  put  under  no  limitation,  which  un- 
doqbtedly  they  would  have  been  by  express  words, 
if  it  had  been  so  intended. 

The  subsequent  words  in  the  same  clause,  ^^  nor 
<«  any  others  of  the  heirs-male  of  tailzie  succeeding 
^*  in  liie  said*  lands  and  estate,'*  can  refer  to  no 
iithers  than  the  heir^  succeeding  after  the  heirs-fe- 
male of  the  lady.  This  is  likewise  dear  from  the 
last  part  of  the  s^oie  clause,  where  it  is  dedared, 
thatthe  heirs^QfQe  of  the  lady's  bpdy  may  dispose 
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^^^^'  of  the  estate,  but  with  a  proviso,  that  such  power 
NAiEN  shall  not  be  extended  to  the  heirs-female  of  her 
wAittN,  &c.  body,  "  nor  remanent  heirs  of  tailzie  above  men- 
"  tioned  ;*'  plainly  importing  that  the  prohibition 
in  this  clause  was  imposed  only  upon  the  heirs-fe- 
male of  the  lady's  body,  and  the  subsequent  heirs 
of  entail  who  were  to  succeed  after  them. 

Every  other  clause  of  the  deed,  the  pronsions 
of  which  apply  to  the  heirs  of  entail,  is  expressly 
directed  against  the  haiU  heirs,  and  not  conceived 
in  such  limited  words  as  "  other  heirs,"  or  **  re- 
"  manent  heirs  '*  which  occur  in  this  clause* 

2.  The  reason  for  excepting  the  heirs-male  of  the 
lady's  body  in  this  place  was,  because  the  whole 
heirs  succeeding  after  her  are  comprehended  in  the 
preceding  clause,  with  which  this  clause  is  connect- 
ed ;  and  as  both  these  clauses  prohibitory  are  join- 
ed in  the  resolutive  clause  which  follows  them, 
therefore  the  issue-male  of  her  body  are  excepted 
from  the  clause  de  non  alienando,  that  they  might 
be  excepted  from  the  effect  of  that  resolutive 
clause,  in  case  of  contravention.  And  this  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  purview  of  Sir  Robert ;  for, 
by  the  subsequent  clause,  the  better  to  distinguish 
who  were  the  heirs  subject  to  this  prohibition,  he 
declares  that  the  heirs-female  of  the  lady's  body, 
and  '*  the  remanent  heirs  of  tailzie,"  Le.  subsequent 
to  her  heirs-female,  were  comprehended  under 
that  clause. 
Jadgroent,  After  hearing  counsel,  '<  it  is  ordered  and  ad* 
May  u,  1736.  «  judged,  &c.  That  the  said  interlocutors  complain- 
"  ed  of  in  the  said  appeal  be,  and  are  hereby  re- 
"  versed  j  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that,  by  the 
"  contract  of  marriage  of  Margaret  Lady  Nairn» 
"  and  by  the  procuratory  of  resignation  contained 
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*^  in  the  contract,  and  the  infeftment  following  on       17:^6. 
^'  the  said  procuratory,  the  said  Lady  Nairn  is  sub- 


XAIRN 


€4 


ject  to  the  prohibitory  clauses  de  nan  alienando  et        ^-  „ 

•^  .        T  »     ••  NAIRN,  &C. 

'^  nan  comtrahendo.^ 


For  Appellant,  Ch.  Areskine,  Ja.  Erskine. 
For  Respondents,  Bo*  JUundM,  WiU.  Hamitton, 
W.  Murray. 

It  would  appear^  that  in  this  case,  the  entail^  which  had  been  made 
prior  to  the  act  1685,  was  not  recorded  in  terms  thereof.  £lchies, 
(«oef  Taihie,  No.  6.)  says^  that  die  case  of  Borthwick  v.  Borthwick 
waa  quoted,  as  decided  in  the  House  of  Peers,  {supra  page  53,)  in 
which  it  was  found  that  an  entail,  although  made  before  the  act,  was 
not  effectual  against  creditors  without  being  recorded.  This  point, 
however,  is  not  founded  upon  at  all  in  the  appeal  papers. 


John  Walkinshaw,  Appellakt; 

His  Majesty's  Advocate,  et  aUi,  Respondents. 

9th  June  17S7. 

Falsa  Dxmonstbatio.—- Found  that  an  attainder  was  not  vi- 
dated,  although  in  the  act  the  person  was  described  by  the 
name  of  Wakhnahaw,  instead  of  Walkinshaw,  and  as  being  *'  of 
"  Sootstoun,"  (the  estate  of  his  father,)  although,  at  th^  time, 
he  was  not  infeft  in  any  lands. 


I^Elchiea,  voce  Falsa  Demonstratio,  No.  1. — C.  Home,  No.  50, 
p.  56.— Mor.  Diet.  p.  4723.] 


John  Walkinshaw,  son  of  William  Walkinshaw  of  No.  40. 
Scotstoun,  was  partner  in  a  mercantile  house  in  ^ 

Glasgow.     Haying  been  engaged  in  the  rebellion, 
he  was«  by  virtue  of  an  actof  Parliament  of  the  1st 
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^7S7>       Geo.  !•  adJsunted  of  hi^  treason^  by  the  name  and 
wALKiNSHAw  dcsignatlon  of  ^*  John  Waidnshaw  of  Scotstoun."    ' 
lord^Idyo-      In  I78S  he  obtained  the  royal  pardon ;  and  a 
CATE,  &c.    question  coming  afterwards  to  depend  between  him 
and  his  former  paitners,  it  was  argued  by  the  lat- 
ter that  the  copartnery  had  ceased  at  the  date  of 
the  attainder,  which  necessarily  had  the  efi^t  of 
disablhig  him  from  continuing  a  partner.     The 
Lord  Ordinary  found,  "  That  upon  John  Walkin- 
*'  shaw's  going  into  the  rebellion,  and  from  the  time 
*'  ascertained  by  the  act  of  attainder,  the  society 
^  and  company  did  cease  and  was  dissolved  as  to  the 
'*  said  John  Walkinshaw,  or  any  interest  that  could 
**  arise  to  him,  or  any  other  in  hi&  right,  after  that 
« time.'' 

Walkinshaw  thereafter  varied  liis  plea,  and  main- 
tained  that  the  act  of  attainder  founded  upon  could 
not  affect  him,  in  as  much  as  the  person  attainted 
by  it  was  John  Wakinshaw  of  Scotstoun ;  whereas 
his  name  was  Walkinshaw ;  and  his  proper  designa- 
tion, not  "  of  Scotstoun,"  but  "  of  Glasgow,  mer- 
"  chant" 

To  this  it  was  answered,  that  there  is  no  such 
material  difference  between  the  two  names  as  can 
amount  to  a  misnomer ;  and  he  having,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  death  of  his  father,  become  entitled 
to  the  estate  of  Scotstoun,  he  was  properly  designed 
by  that  addition,  , 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (10th  July  1736)  "  found 

*^  that  there  was  no  misnomer  of  the  said  acf;  with 

'^  respect  to  the  name  and  designation  of  John 

"  Walkinshaw  of  Scotstoun,  and  therefore  repelled 

^        "  the  allegeance  founded  thereon." 

Entewd  The  Court,  (July  8,)  adhered. 

Feb.  6,  irsT.      'jTjg  ap|)eal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 

of  the  10th  June,  and  8th  July  I7S6. 
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Pleaded  for  ike  Appellant :— The  two  names       ^^^^' 
are  entirely  different    In  point  of  fiwJt,  there  are*^^"***^"^^ 
ieveral  distinct  families  of  each  name  ixk  Scotlanu  ;  lora  adyo- 
and  there  are  many  instances  in  which  die  change    ^^* **  *^ 
4»  omission  of  a  single  letter  would  completely  alter 
the  name. 

Neither  was  the  addition  of  Scotstomi  a  proper 
addition  to  denote  the  appellant.  He  was  not  in- 
feft  in  any  lands,  and  had  not  ri^t  either  to  that 
estate  or  to  any  other.  But  infeftments  alone  can 
give  a  right  and  title  to  such  additions.  His  proper 
designation  was  ^*  Merchant  in  Glasgow.'' 

Pleaded  for  the  BetprndemU : — ^Tnere  is  a  great 
difierence  between  a  material  misnomer^  wjiere  the 
description  of  the  person  outlawed  evidently  disa- 
grees with  the  true  character  and  description  of  the 
person  against  whom  it  is  made  use  of,  and  an  ac- 
cidental mistake  in  spelling  the  name  or  surname, 
or  in  the  addition  of  the  person  attainted,  concern- 
ing whom  there  remains  no  uncertainty.  In  the 
first  case,  if  the  name,  surname,  or  addition  does 
not  truly  belong  to  the  person  against  whom  it  is 
used,  but  may  properly  be  appUed  to  a  different 
person,  (which  might  be  the  case  by  the  mere 
change  or  omission  of  a  single  letter,  as  in  die 
names  of  Wight  and  Wright,)  the  attainder  might 
not  be  effectual.  But,  in  the  latter  case,  where 
name,  surname,  and  addition  all  truly  belong  to  the 
pariy,  a  mere  inaccuracy  in  writing  or  spelling  the 
name  can  make  no  material  error  in  the  attainder ; 
and,  in  the  present  case,  the  diflfereYice  in  the  spell- 
ling  could  not  possibly  give  occasion  to  any  uncer- 
tainty, as  d^e  names  are  the  same,  and  are  always 
prbnounced  aiike. 
.    With  regard  to  the  addition,  as  die  tiue  desig- 
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^^^^'       nation  of  the  appellant's  father  was  **  of  Scotstoun/* 

WALKIN8HAW  and  ds  he  had  died  before  the  attainder,  and  left 

LOKD  ADvo-  the  estate  to  the  appellant,  his  eldest  son,  the  lat- 

CAT¥,  &c.    ^gj.  y^^  properly  designed,  and  commonly  known 

by  the  addition  of  Walkinshaw  of  Scotstoun  ;  for, 
by  the  custom  of  the  country,  proprietors  take  and 
have  designations  given  to  them  from  their  lands, 
.whether  purchased  or  succeeded  to, '  and  without 
regard  to  infeftment  being  taken  or  not 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  ^<  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
^  '  <*  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
*<  that  the  said  interlocutors  complained  of  be,  and 
*^  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed.*' 

For  Appellant,  Wl  Noel^  W.  Murray^ 

For  Respondents,  Duncan  Forbes,  J.  Strange. 


Dr.  GiLBEET  Wauchope,  and  Ao-")  ^      tj^- . 

NES  his  Sister,  -  -       J    -^^ 

Andrew  Wauchope  of  Niddrie,  Esq.  Beepandent. 

14^th  June,  17S7. 

SuccB88iON. — Tutor  and  Curator.— Minor. — Found  that 
curators  or  administrators  cannot  directly  alter  the  minor's  or 
constituent's  succession^  by  taking  bonds  secluding  executors 
in  lieu  of  bonds  to  heirs  and  executors,  mthout  the  consent 
of  the  minor  or  constituent. 

Proof.— Circumstances  under  which  parole  evidence  was  allow- 
ed to  prove  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  minor. 


[Elchies^  voce  Minor^  No.  G^-^voce  Sucoession,  No.  2.-«ooce  Tutor 

and  Curator,  No.  7>3 


No.  41.      Andrew  Wauchope  of  Niddrie,  a  minor,  executed 

a  deed  with  the  consent  of  his  curators^  whereby 


V. 
WAUCHO?S. 
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he  appointed  them,  and  two  other  persona,  com-       irsr. 
missioners  for  the  management  of  his  whole  afiairs   waucho?b 
during  his  absence  from  Scotland. 

Amongst  other  powers  thereby  conferred  on 
these  commissioners,  they  were  authorised  *^  to  re- 
move and  put  in  &ctors  and  baillies,  and  to  give 
warrants,  orders,  and  directions  to  his  stewards 
*^  and  others,  in  whose  hands  his  money  accruing, 
**  or  which  should  thereafter  accrue  to  him  from 
'<  his  said  estate,  was  or  should  be  lodged,  for  lend- 
ing out  and  employing  the  same ;  to  remove  and 
put  in  tenants,  and  grant  leases ;  to  receive  vassals, 
and  generally  to  subscribe  all  and  sundry  assign- 
ments, acquittances,  discharges,  and  other  writ- 
ings that  required  his  subscription  during  his  ab- 
sence, and  to  manage  his  whole  other  affiurs; 
and  to  pursue  and  defend  in  all  actions,  com- 
pound, transact,  and.  agree  thereanent,  and  all 
other  things  requisite  concerning  ikt^  premises 
to  do,  use,  and  exerce  as  fully  and  freely  as  he 
'*  with  consent  of  his  curators  could  have  done  if 
"  personally  present" 

Shortly  after  the  commissioners  Jiad  commenced 
acting  under  this  trust,  they  entered  the  following 
resolution  in  their  sederunt  book.  "  Item.  The 
**  said  commissioners  appoint  such  of  the  bonds  as 
"  are  moveably  conceived  to  be  got  renewed,  se- 
'<  eluding  executors,  so  as  to  put  them  on  the  same 
<f  footing  witb  the  rest  of  the  bonds,  and  this  to  be 
^<  done  betwixt  and  the  next  compting,  and  all  the 
^<  bonds  to  be  taken  hereaft;er  in  these  terms,  &c»'^ 
Various  bonds  were  accordingly  renewed  in 
terms  of  this  minute. 

Mr.  Wauchope  never  returned  to  Scotland,  but 


^^^7.      ^ed  in  Ittdy-— na  minoTv     He  wtt  succeeded  by  the 

WAUCHOPB   re^andent 

wAccHOFB.  Dr.  Wauchope*  (appellant)  having  confiraled  ex. 
ecutor  ^ua  nearest  of  kin  to  his  niephew,  raised  an 
action  against  the  heir  for  payment  of  the  sums 
contained  in  tiiese  bonds,  as  part  of  the  exectitr)% 
on  the  ground  that  die  commissioners  had  no  power 
to  alter  the  succession  of  the  deceased  by  any  act 
or  deed  of  theirs,  having  the  effect  Of  directing  that 
money  which  by  law  descended  to  the  executors, 
should  go  to  the  heir. 

In  defence,  it  was  stated,  that  the  money  be- 
looged  to  the  heir  and  not  to  die  executor,  having 
been  Secured  to  the  minor,  his  heirs  and  assignees, 
excluding  executors,  upon  bonds  taken  by  the  com- 
missioners, who  had  ample  power  to  do  so. 

After  some  proceedings,  the  commissaries,  (20th 
January  1735,)  **  repelled  the  defences  in  respect 
*'  of  the  answers,  and  ordained  the  defender  to  de- 
'*  pone  and  exhibit 

Tlie  cause  was  advocated  by  Niddrie,  who  main- 
tained that  the  commissioners  having  a  power  to 
direct  the  lending  out  of  the  minor^s  money,  must 
necessarily  have  had  a  power  to  regulate  in  what 
fbrm  the  siecurities  ^ould  be  taken  r  But  suppos- 
ing that  such  a  power  had  not  been  given  by  ex- 
press Words,  yet  their  pf  oceedings  having  been  never 
challenged,  but  ^acquiesced  in  by  their  constitu- 
entf  his  consent  and  approbation  must  be  presum- 
edL  In  i^uppoft  of  this^  a  letter  was  produced^  ad- 
dreiised  to  one  of  the  commissioners  by  the  minor 
when  at  E^ton  School,  in  which  he  expressed  ge- 
nerally his  approbation  of  his  commissioners,  and 
of  their  management  of  him  and  of  his  aflairs. 


€€ 
It 
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Upon  the  report  of  Lord  Newiiall,  Ordinaiy ,  the  ^^J^^ 
court,  (29th  January  1736,)  « allowed  Andrew  wauchop« 
Waucbope,  ndw  of  Niddrie,  to  bring  what  further 
proof  he  can  by  witnesses  or  otherwise,  for  in* 
structing  that  the  last  Niddrie  was  informed  of 
**  the  resdution  of  his  commissioners  for  taking  all 
**  his  bonds,  secluding  executors,  and  his  approba^ 
^*  tion  thereof;  and  granted  diligence.'' 
Witnesses  were  examined^  by  whose  testimony  it  ap- 
peared  that  the  commissioners  had  given  directioni 
to  Niddrie's  uncle,  (Mr.  James  Wauchope,)  to  ui'- 
form  him  of  this  particular  measure ;  and  Mn 
Waddeil,  his  tutor>  deponed  that  he  saw  a  letter 
which  Niddrie  received  from  Mr.  James  Wauchope^ 
acquainting  him  that  his  commissioners  had  come 
to  a  resolution  to  lend  out  his  money  upon  bonds, 
seduding  executors ;  and  that  Niddrie  expressed 
hffi  approbation  of  it,  declaring  his  desire  that  hid 
moveable  property  should  go  with  die  land  estate 
^  the  sake  of  the  family. 

The  Court  (27th  July,)  "  found  that  there  is  aufc 
••  ficient  evidence  of  the  late  Mr.  Wauchopd  of 
'*  Niddrie's  knowledge  and  approbation  of  the  com- 
missioners' resdution  and  appdntment  of  the  6di 
February  IJ^U  that  all  their  constituent's  money 
lent  out  upon  moveable  bonds,  should  be  called 
in,  and  given  out  or  lent  upon  heritable  security, 
*'  either  upon  infeftments,  or  upon  bonds,  s^clud* 
<'  ing  executors ;  and  therefore  found  that  the  said 
«  bonds  thereafter  renewed  or  taken  by  the  com- 
**  missioBers  secluding  executors,  descend  to  heirs, 
"  and  that  they  cannot  be  claimed  by  his  execu- 
"  tors." 
Hiis  interlocutor  was  adhered  to.  (10th  Dec.) 
The  appeal  wasbrought  from  thesevemlinterlocu- 
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^^^^'      tors  of  the  29th  January,  27th  July,  and  10th  De- 
wAucHOPx  cember  1736. 

wAucHorz.  Pleaded  Jbr  the  AppeUanU : — ^The  commission 
February  9  "^  qucstion  relates  only  to  such  deeds  of  common 
1737.  administration  as  could  not  be  executed  by  the 

constituent  himself,  on  account  of  his  absence.  It 
does  not  extend  even  to  selling  or  purchasing  land, 
and  far  less  to  the  extraordinary  powers  of  making 
a  will  or  settling  succession.  If  the  commissioners 
had  powers,  as  is  pretended,  by  the  general  words 
of  their  commission,  to  alter  securities  at  pleasure, 
they  might  have  changed  the  real  securities  into 
personal,  in  the  same  manner  as  they  altered  the 
personal  into  real,  and  so  have  prejudiced  the  heir 
at  law  in  the  same  way  as  in  this  case  they,  have 
injured  the  executor.  But  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
no  tutor,  curator,  factor,  or  commissioner,  can  set- 
tle or  alter  the  succession  of  the  pupil,  or  constitu- 
ent; this  implies  an  extraordinary  power  which 
can  be  exercised  only  by  the  pupil  or  constituent 
himself. 

It  manifestly  appears  that  these  bonds  were  not 
taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  minor.  And  as  it  has 
been  tbund  that  the  commissioners  had  no  power 
to  make  that  alteration  in  their  nature,  (the  Court 
having  founded  their  judgment  expressly  upon 
the  minor's  knowledge  -and  approbation  only,)  it  is 
dear  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  his  con- 
sent or  approbation.  There  is  no  writing  under 
his  hand  to  that  effect,  and  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
parole  evidence  is  never  allowed  in  any  matter 
concerning  which  a  proof  may  be  had  in  writing. 

The  evidence  of  Niddry's  intentions  of  settling 
all  his  property  one  way,  must  go  for  nothing.  Nei- 
ther is  such  an  intention  probable  by  witnesses. 
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nor  yet  the  emisgio  verbarum,  from  which  it  is  in-  i7B7. 
ferred.  Then  the  letter  cannot  be  founded  on  wauchofk 
merely  through  Mr.  Waddell's  testimony.  If  it  is  waucho»». 
intended  to  make  it  evidence,  it  must  be  produced^ 
or  else  its  tenor  regularly  proved.  But  as  it  is,  the 
existence  and  nature  of  it  rest  solely  on  the  evi- 
dence of  one  witness,  which  is  not  sufficient  to 
prove  any  fact,  and  surely  not  to  support  so  im- 
portant a  document  as  the  settlement  of  an  estate. 
Would  such  evidence  have  been  sufficient  against 
Niddrie  himself,  supposing  that  he  were  alive,  and 
challenging  some  other  act  of  his  commission- 
ers? It  is  clear  that  neither  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Waddell,  nor  of  any  other  man,  would  have 
tied  down  this  letter  on  him  ;  and  if  this  would 
have  been  law  in  his  case,  the  same  must  hold  in  a 
question  with  his  heir  or  executor. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — The  commis- 
sioners had  a  general  and  full  power  to  direct  the 
lending  out  the  minor's  money,  and  were  at  liberty 
to  take  securities  for  the  same  in  what  form  they 
thought  fit. 

.  The  evidence  does  not  rest  on  the  single  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Waddell,  but  upon  a  chain  of  facts 
and  circumstances,  quce  fidem  fadunt  judtci.  It  is 
in  vain  to  say  that  the  fact  of  Niddrie's  receiving 
the  letter,  is  not  probable  by  witnesses.  His  know- 
ledge is  made  out  by  proving  that  instructions 
were  given  to  inform  him  of  the  resolution  of  his 
commissioners,  and  that  a  letter  to  that  effect  was 
accordingly  written  and  received  by  him ;  which 
is  evidently  stronger  proof  of  his  knowledge  than 
the  mere  production  of  the  letter  could  afford. 
When  the  resolution  was  made  known  to  him,  he 
expressed  his  approbation  of  it. 
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^^37>  Other  drcumstances  corroborating  this    were 

,  wAucHors  proved,  such  as  his  general  desire  to  aggrandise 
wAucHQPK.  his  family  estate,  evidenced  by  a  wUl  in  which  he 
left  ahnost  the  whole  of  his  personal  estate  to  the 
heir  *  of  entail, .  and  by  his  intention  to  do  so,  fre- 
quently expressed  to  those  about  him  who  were 
in  his  confidence. 
Judgment,         After  hearing  counsel,  "it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
Junc  14,1737.  «jy^gjj^  ^^^  That  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 

**  that  the  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be, 
"  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed." 

For  Appellants,  J.  Strange  and  James  Ers- 

Mne.     " 
For  Respondent,  Dun.  Forbes  and  fF.  Murray. 

The  import  of  this  dedsion  upon  the  first  head  under  which  it  u 
reported,  is  not  free  from  uncertainty.  It  was  not  found  expressly 
either  by  the  Court  of  Session  or  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  a^ 
compLiined  of  was  ultra  vires  of  the  commissioners ;  but  this  certain- 
ly appears  to  have  been  virtually  decided,  when  they  allowed  a  proof 
of  the  minor's  acquiescence.  In  the  reclaiming  petition  for  Dr. 
Wauchope,  (signed  by  Mr.  R.  Dundas)  this  is  stated  to  have  been 
the  nature  of  the  judgment ;  but  in  the  answers  signed  by  Mr.  Ares- 
kine,  (afterwards  Lord  Tinwald,)  it  is  said  that  the  question  of  law 
was  entirely  waved.  In  Lord  Elchics'  notes  upon  this  case,  it  is  said, 
''  The  Lords  generally  thought  that  administrators  cannot  settle  their 
"  constituent'[|  succession,  though  their  neoesskry  or  reasonable  deeda 
"  of  administration  may  have  the  effect  of  altering  the  succession, 
as  taking  securities  upon  land,  leading  abjudications,  lending  money 
upon  annual  rent,  (before  the  act  1041  as  to  heirs,  and  since  that 
time  fuoadjusmariti  et  reUctcs,)  but  they  cannot  make  destinations 
of  succession  by  secluding  executors  without  the  knowledge  and 
"  consent  of  their  constituents ;  though  some  seemed  to  differ  as  to 
*^  that ;  but  most  of  us  thought  that  Niddry's  knowledge  of  his  com- 
'/  missioners'  resolution  in  their  sederunt  book  would  be  a  good  de- 
"  fence." 

With  regard  to  the  competency  of  allowing  a  parole  proof,  his  Lord- 
ship observes ;  *'  I  and  others  thought  his  (the  minor's)  knowledge 
presumed  from  his  letter  in  March  1781^  and  therefore  gave  a  di- 
ligence for  proving  such  knowledge  even  by  witnesses ;  whejrein  w^ 
had  the  less  difficulty,  that  it  was  only  to  support  the  express  ap- 
^*  probation  of  all  their  resolutions  in  that  letter ;  but  Newball 
'*  differed/' 


« 
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Haswell,  et  aUi^  Bespandents. 

Uth  April,  1738. 

BuBGH  Royal. — The  meeting  for  election  of  magistrates  of  a 
burgh  being  held  previous  to  the  usual  Sbj,  and  without  due 
notice,  the  election  was  reduced. 

Act  7i  Gxo.  II.  c.  .— Xlircumstances  under  which  an  election 
of  magistrates  was  rediiced  as  irregular  and  vuid.^ 


MAHfiViB  or 

LOTHIAN  AKI> 

offliaa 
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HASWSLL 
AND  OTHCaS* 


[[Elchies  voce  Burgh  Rojal,  No.  90 


I 


The  ordinary  Town  Council  of  Jedburgh  consists  Nq.  42. 
of  twenty-five  members,  viz.  the  provost,  four 
bailies,  a  dean  of  guild,  a  treasurer,  fourteen  mer- 
chant councillors,  and  four  deacons.  The  first 
step  in  the  annual  election  of  magistracy,  is  the  no- 
mination of  eleven  merchant  councillors  and  of 
four  deacons,  and  the  whole  number  form  what  is 
called  the  extraordinary  council. 

On  the  morning  of  15th  of  September,  17S7f 
the  Marquis  of  Lothian,  the  appellant,  (then  pro- 
vost) gave  directions  for  summoning  the  council  to 
meet  at  three  o'clock  that  afternoon.  A  meeting 
accordingly  took  place,  at  which  nineteen  members 
were  present^  three  were  absent  from  the  town, 
and  the  other  three  declined  attending.        • 

At  this  meeting  the  appellant  proposed  choosing 
the  council  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  offered  two 

*  See  note  at  end  of  the  report. 
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^^^'      lists  of  the  eleven  new  councillors.      Eleven  meoi' 
MARQUIS  OP  bers  of  the  council  present  were  for  proceeding* 

LOTHIAN  AND  ,'  ,,  ,  -..        »  i  i    '  j-  1_  T 

oTHEui     and  did  accordingly  elect  the  ordinary  number  oi 
HABWBLL    ^®w  councillors ;  but  the  other  eight  opposed  the 
AND  OTHERS,  motiou,  aud  Separated  from  the  rest. 

On  the  17th  and  19th  the  eleven  of  the  old 

« 

council,  with  the  new  merchant  councillors  chosen 
at  the  last  election,  proceeded  to  the  election  of 
the  four  deacons. 

On  the  22d  September  a  meeting  of  the  whole 
members  of  the  extraordinary  council,  including 
the  new  merchant  councillors  and  the  four  deacons, 
took  place.  The  provost  then  proposed  that  they 
should  proceed  to  the  election  of  the  new  magis^ 
tracy,  and  that  the  votes  of  the  new  councillors  and 
deacons  should  be  received. 

This  was  opposed,  and  a  motion  made  to  ad- 
journ, which  was  agreed  to  by  fourteen  of  the  old 
councillors,  viz.  the  eight  who  had  dissented  at  the 
first  meeting,  and  the  six  who  had  been  absent. 
The  eleven  old  councillors  however,  with  the  new 
councillors  and  the  deacons,  then  proceeded  to 
choose  the  magistrates  and  council  for  the  ensuing 
year,  and  elected  the  Marquis  of  Lothian  their 
provost.  Mutual  protests  were  taken — ^the  four- 
teen of  the  old  council  protested  against  the  whole 
proceeding,  and  the  other  party  against  the  separa- 
tion of  the  former,  as  contrary  to  the  act  of  the 
7th  of  Geo.  II. 

On  the  23d,  24th,  and  26th,  the  fourteen  had 
meetings,  and  proceeded  to  elect  the  respondent, 
Haswell,  as  provost,  and  the  other  constitutional 
members  of  the  new  magistracy  and  council. 

Mutual  actions  of  reduction  and  declarator  were 
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brought  by  the  different  parties  before  the  Court  of      ^'^^^ 

Session.  marquis  or 

Against  the  jelection  of  the  appellant  it  was  ob-  and  othem 
jected,  1.  That  the  time  for  calling:  a  council  for         ^' 
an  election  must  be  after  the  20th  of  September,  and  othees. 

2.  That  notice  of  the  election  was  only  given  on 
the  morning  of  the  15th,  whereas,  by  immemorial 
custom,  and  by  an  act  of  the  Town  Council  of  the 
28th  September,  1733,  two  days'  notice  previous 
to  any  meeting  for  extraordinary  matters  was  ne- 
cessary, and  one  day  for  ordinar}^  meetings. 

3.  That  the  appellant  was  aware  that  some  of 
the  members  of  the  council  were  absent  from  town 
.when  the  meeting  was  summoned. 

It  was  answered,  1.  That  there  was  no  such 
rule,  there  being  upon  record  an  election  of  an 
earlier  date  than  the  present,  viz.  on  12th  Septem- 
ber, 1662. 

2.  That  in  the  sixty-two  previous  elections  only 
tweniy-three  appeared  from  the  Council  books  to 
have  been  made  by  previous  appointment.  Had 
such  previous  notice  been  considered  essential,  it 
must  also  have  been  held  necessary  to  have  entered 
it  in  the  books. 

3.  That  the  appellant,  the  Marquis  of  Lothian, 
having  judicially  declared,  upon  being  interrogated 
by  the  respondents,  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the 
absence  of  the  three  members,  this  evidence  was 
to  be  held  as  conclusive. 

The  court  (January  19th,  1738,)  after  a  hearing 
in  presence,'*  found  the  reasons  of  reduction  rele- 
"  vant  and  proven,  and  reduced  accordingly.*' 

Agains^  the  election  of  the  respondents  it  was 
objected,  1.  That  it  was  contrary  to  the  act  of  the 
7tb  of  Geo.  II;  which  enacts,  <  that  at  the  annual 

VOL.  I.  P 
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*y^g«       *  election  of  mfigistrates  and  councillors  for. burghs^ 

MAEQuii  OF  « no  magistrate  or  councillor,    or  any  number  of 

j^MooTH£a«  ^magistrates  or  councillors,  shall  for  the  future, 

KAiiwELt    *  upo^  ^^7  pretence  whatever,  take  upon  him  or 

AVD  oTHSEf .  <  them  to  separate  from  the  majority  of  the  magis- 

'  trates  or  councillors,  but  shall  submit  to  the  elec- 

*  tion  made  by  the  majority  of  the  Town  Council 
'  assembled ;  and  it  is  provided  that,  if  the  minor- 

*  ity  shall  proceed  to  a  separate  election,  their  act 
<  and  election  shall  be  ipso  facto  void/  As  the 
eleven  members  formed  a  majority  of  the  meeting 
of  the  15th  of  September,  the  proceedings  of  the 
other  party  fell  under  the  above  nullity. 

Answered : — 1.  This  act  does  not  affect  the  prcn 
sent  case.  The  meeting  on  the  15th  was  not  the  legal 
meeting  for  the  election  ;  it  having  been  held  se- 
veral days  before  the  usual  day,  and  without  due 
notice.  The  act  could  only  have  reference  to  a 
separation  from  a  majority  at  a  legally  constituted 
meeting.  Moreover,  the  pretended  election  was 
.  not  made  by  the  majority  of  the  magistrates  and 
counsellors  of  the  preceding  year;  whereas  the 
election  of  the  respondents  was  upon  the  usual 
day,  and  by  a  majority. 

S.  That  the  two  days  previous  notice,  the  ne- 
cessity of  which  was  insisted  in  by  the  respond- 
ents, had  not  been  given  to  the  appellants,  only 
one  day's  intimation  having  been  made. 

3.  That  by  the  constitution  of  the  burgh,  trades- 
men were  disqualified  from  being  elected  mer- 
diant  counsellors,  whereas  six  of  the  fourteen  who 
separated  from  the  appellants  were  tradesmen,  and 
consequently  unqualified,  so  that  the  remaining 
eight  could  not  form  a  quorum.  It  wba  also  ob- 
jected that  two  of  the  new-elected  mer^^hant  coun* 
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sellofd  were  tradesmen^  and  therefore  also  disqtia-       '^^^' 

lified,  MARQDIS  OF 

4.  That  a  dertain  number  of  deacons  formed  a  and  othees 
constituent  and  necessary  part  of  the  extraordinary    haswbll 
meeting  for  the  electioh  of  the  new  magistracy,  and  otheei. 
whereas  at  the  meetings  of  the  respondents  for 
this  purpose  no  deacons  were  present.* 

The  Court  *  repelled  the  objection  founded  on 
<  the  act  of  parliament,  in  respect  this  case  does 

*  not  come  within  the  same.* 

With  regard  to  the  other  objections,  the  Court 
(8th  and  l6th  February)  repelled  them,  except 
with  regard  to  the  two  new  merchant  counsellors, 
and  assoilzied  the  respondents.  The  objection 
to  the  six  old  merchant  counsellors,  viz.  that  they 
were  tradesmen,  was  repelled,  *  in  respect  they 

*  were  not  chosen  counsellors  at  the  election  quat- 

*  felled,  but  at  Michaelmas  1736,   or  preceding 

*  election,  for  reduction  whereof  no  action  was 
'  brought  within  the  time  limited  by  law  ;*  but 
the  objection  to  the  two  new  merchant  counsel- 
lors, was  sustained,  *  in  respect,  it  was  admitted 

*  that  they  Were  members  of  the  incorporated 
'  trades,  who  are  not  capable  of  being  elected  in- 

*  to  the  magistracy  or  council,*  and  the  objection  as 
to  them  was  brought  fctfwaM  in  dtle  time. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Sntand 
of  the  19th  Jantiary,  and  of  the  1st,  8th  and  ifith  •^«-*^'  "5•• 
February  1738. 

Pleaded  Jhf  the  Appellants : — 1.  The  meeting 
aftd  election  of  the  15th  September  took  place  at 
a  time  justified^  by  precedents,  and  was  Conform- 
able to  the  constitution  of  the  burgh. 

■ 

*  Some  othir  olgeelioiis  were  pleeded^  but  it  appe^  waaMaguf 
to  detail  them. 


212  CASES  ON  APPEAL  I^ROM  SCOTLAND.. 

«  *      • 

^^^^'  2.  The  objection  to  the  election  of  the  respond- 

MARQUIS  OP  ents,  founded  upon  the  act  of  the  17th  Geo.  II. 

LOTHIAN.  '  r 

AND  oTHEifs  ought  not  to  have  been  repelled,  because  they  se- 
iiAswELL     parated  from  a  majority  of  the  town  council  as- 

AND  0THEH8.  scmbled,  and  proceeded  to  a  second  election,  al- 
though the  majority  was  greater  than  was  requi- 
site to  make  up  a  quorum  of  council.  It  is  absurd 
to  maintain  that  the  separation  must  be  from  such 
anumber  as  must  make  up  a  majority  of  the  whole 
constituent  members.     Such  a  construction  would 

■ 

refider  the  statute  useless,  because  the  minority, 
which  should  separate  from  such  a  majority,  could 
never  amount  to  a  quorum  qualified  to  act ;  and 
the  double  electiouj  in  the  present  case,  is  produc- 
tive of  every  mischief  which  was  intended  to  be 
remedied  by  the  statute. 

3.  As  the  objection  of  being  incorporated  trades- 
men has  been  found  good  against  two  of  the  new 
merchant  counsellors,  it  ought  alsQ  to  have  been 
sustained  against  the  six  members  of  the  old  coun- 
cil, as  it  was  in  virtue  of  the  election  in  1737  that 
these  persons  pretended  to  a  place  in  council  at 
the  election  in  question,  and  not  by  virtue  of  the 
election  in  I7S6. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  JRespondents ; — ^The  meeting 
for  the  election  of  new  counsellors  has  always  been 
held  on  the  21st  day  of  September,  or  between 
that  day  and  the  28th,  and  not  sooner ;  and  the 
only  case  referred  to  by  the  appellants  where  an 
earlier  meeting  took  place,  was  owing  to  very  pe- 
culiar circumstances:  so  that  the  object  of  the 
meeting  on  the  15th,  to  elect  magistrates  contrary 
to  the  opinion  of  the  real  majority  of  the  old  coun- 
cil, was  very  obvious. 
.  From  the  records  of  the  council,  and  the  exa- 
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minatioQ  of  witnesses,  it  appears  that  the  meeting       ^^^^- 
for  choosing  new  counsellors  has  generally  been   marquis  ot 

LOTHIAN 

fixed  by  the  appointment  of  a  previous  council,  and  others 
and  this  ought  more  particularly  to  have  been     h^swell 
done  in  the  present  case,  when  the  meeting  was  and  oth«r«. 
so  much  earlier  than  common,  and  where  there 
was  an  act  of  council  of  1733,  requiring  previous 
notice. 

2.  As  to  the  election  of  the  respondents,  it  ap- 
pears,    . 

Firsty  That  if  the  proceedings  of  the  appellants 
on  the  15th  atid  subsequent  days  were  irregular, 
as  the  Court  of  Session  have  found,  the  respond- 
ents were  regularly  elected,  for  they  were  chosen 
by  a  majority  of  the  electors,  viz.  fourteen  mem- 
bers, agreeably  to  the  constitution  of  the  borough,^ 
and  the  practice  in  similar  cases. 

Second^  That  after  the  protest  taken  by  the 
fourteen  members  on  the  S  1st  of  September  against 
the  irregular  proceedings  of  the  appellants,  the  lat- 
ter had  no  right  to  proceed  to  the  election ;  and  if 
any  of  the  parties  had  acted  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  7th  of  Geo.  II.  it  was  the  appellants, 
who,  notwithstanding  the  meeting  was  adjourned 
by  the  majority,  had  continued  to  act,  and  to  pro- 
ceed to  an  election. 

Thirds  Although  there  may  have  been  valid  ob- 
jections against  some  of  the  persons  elected  by  the 
resjpondents,  that  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
general  election,  which  must  stand  good  if  it  has 
been  regularly  carried  on. 

After  hearing  counsel,  *  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment, 

*  judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutors  of  the  Lords  of -^P"^  i4,i7S8. 

*  Session  of  the  19th  January  last,  whereby  the 
'  election  of  th^  appellants  was .  reduced  at  the 
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suit  of  the  r^^ondents,  be  affirmed ;  and  i^  19 
declared  tl)at  the  election  of  the  counsellors  and 
magistrates  fpr  the  borough  of  Jedburgh,  i^isist^* 
ed  on  by  respondents,  were  irregul^  and  vqid } 
and  it  is  therefore  further  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  the  Sf^ne  be  reduced,  and  that  so  much  of 
the  other  interlocutors  complained  of  whereby 
the  Court  of  Session  decerned  in  the  declarator 
^,t  the  instance  of  the  respondents,  and  assoilzied 
from  the  reduction  at  the  instance  of  the  ap- 
pellants, with  regard  to  all  the  elections  there- 
by quarrelled,  (excepting  those  of  Rqbert  Win- 
terup  and  George  Scougald,  the  two  tradest^en,^ 
be  reversed/ 

For  Appellants,  C^.  Are^Jnney  JF.  Murray. 
For  Respondents,  W*  JSamiltan,  J.  Browning. 

It  does  not  gppear  upon  what  precise  ground  the  House  of  Lords 
reduced  the  election  of  HaswelL  If  it  be  held  that  the  interlocutor 
of  the  1st  February  was  rewrsed  to  the  eflfect  of  finding  that  the  act  of 
7th  Geo.  II.  applied,  then  the  inference  from  the  decision  would  be, 
that^  where  a  niinority  of  a  town  council  separated  from  the  migority 
at  a  meeting  for  the  election  of  magistrateii,  thdr  proceedings  fell 
under  the  act,  although  it  had  been  found  ^%  ^  onginal  mertppg 
was  not  Ic^^ally  co|istitute4^  and  the  election  by  t^e  ip^ority  b#d  in 
consequence  been  set  aside.  But  other  objections  were  pleaded^  any 
one  of  which  may  have  been  die  ground  of  Ae  judgment 


Jban  Bubdbn,   Widow  of  J^MlJSl  ^      ^^^. 

DavihiSmitb,    ......    Jt^$gan4fff^, 

a!7th  Aprilf  1738. 

Mutual  (Contract. — Sucobbsion.— A  provision  in  a  marriage 
con  tnet  of  oertain  sums  in  favour  of  tlie  wife,  fidlifig  db^ 
or  in  fh^  fT^t  of  ^h^r  4^^  ^  maoril^  aD4  m^nprp^^"^ 


SMITH* 


fonpid  to  bf  a  proper  /«#  c»v4ftft,  and  not  ^  rif^t  of  sofo^fr*  mhI^^ 

sion.  BUBPBM 

Legacy.— Found  that  a  legacy  to  a  person^  Lis  heirs,  executors,  *- 

and  assignees,  depending  upon  an  uncertain  condition,  does 
not  lapse  by  the  death  of  the  legatee,  before  the  condition  is 
j^irified. 

Found  that  a  legacy  in  these  terms  does  not  Test  in  i^e  legatee 
so  as  to  bestow  on  him  any  transmissible  right,  but  that  on 
tha  condition  being  purified,  it  vests  for  the  first  time  in  the 
person  of  his  executor. 

Lmmvim. — Found  that  the  claim  of  legitim  was  not  out  off  by 
deathbed  or  ^toitous  deeds,  ^though  thf  whdLe  stock  and 
conquest  were  provided  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  it 
not  being  declared  that  this  was  in  satisfaction  of  the  legi- 
tim. 


[Elchies  |Nve  mutual  contract,  N^  ?•   f^Qce  sucoqssionj  Na  A.] 


Bt  marriage  contrafit  between  John  Burden  and  No.  43. 
Margaret  FuUarton,  (1st  Sept.  1709)  the  former,  in 
consideration  of  a  sum  received  as  marriage  portion, 
provides  the  sum  of  7000  merks  to  himself,  his  wife, 
and  the  survivor  in  liferent,  and  to  the  children  of 
the  marriage  in  fee ;  and  the  cqnque^t  is  provided 
in  fee  to  the  children,  and  one  hsdf  of  it  in  liferent 
to  .the  wiiej  and  in  case  of  no  children  surviving 
the  husband,  or  in  case  of  their  dying  before  ma- 
jority or  marriage,  the  fee  of  the  equal  half  both 
of  the  7000  merks,  and  of  the  conquest,  and  the 
liferent  of  the  whole  of  the  latter  is  provided  to 
the  wife.  The  issue  of  the  marriage  were  Charles 
and  Clemei\lina. 

On  the  2SA  May,  173^,  John  Burden  executed 
oa  d^b-faed  a  disposition  of  all  his  prop^iy,  real 
and  personal^  ia  favour  of  his  son,  whom  ikiling  to 
hiad^utgbter^  subject  to  the  provision  in  favour  of  the 
wi£e»  contaiDed  in  tip  marriage  cont3»ct ;  and  in 
the  event  of  thetr  decease  befcire  marriage,  or  ma- 
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^  jorily,  he  binds  himself  to  pay  to  his  wife,  if  she 
BUEDEN  should  happen  to  survive  them,  the  sum  of  6000 
SMITH,     merks. 

On  the  following  day,  (May  24,)  John  Burden 
executed  another  deed,  by  which,  in  the  event  of 
the  death  of  his  two  children  before  majority  or 
marriage,  he  binds  himself,  his  heirs,.  &c.  to  pay 
to  the  persons  after  named,  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  assignees,  certain  sums  of  money,  among 
which  there  is.  the  sum  of  8000  merks  provided  to 
his  wife,  over  and  above  what  she  was  entitled  to 
by  her  marriage  contract,  and  by  the  deed  exe- 
cuted by  him  on  the  preceding  day. 

John  Burden  died  soon  after,  as  did  also  his  son 
Charles,  (in  minority )r  and  Clementina  succeeded 
to  the  property.  Margaret,  his  widow,  intermar- 
ried with  David  Smith,  and  by  the  marriage  con- 
tract she  assigned  to  him  all  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  her  favour  in  her  former  contract,  and  in 
the  subsequent  deeds  above  mentioned. 

By  a  subsequent  general  disposition,  Mrs.  Smith 
assigned  to  her  husband  all  debts,  sums  of  money, 
&c.  that  were  then  due,  or  which  should  be  duis 
and  owing  to  her  at  the  time  of  her  death ;  and  she 
appointed  him  her  sole  executor  and  universal 
legatee.  She  died  soon  after.  Clementina,  her 
daughter,  survived  her,  but  died  unmarried  and 
before  attaining  majority. 

Jean  Burden,  sister  to  John  Burden,  was  con- 
firmed executrix  to  him,  and  to  Charles  and  Cle- 
mentina Burdens,  his  children.  She  likewise  ob- 
tained from  the  heir  at  law  of  Mrs.  Smith,  a  con- 
veyiance  to  whatever  estate,  real  or  personal,  he 
might  be  entitled  to.  Thereupon  she  instituted  an 
action  of  count  and  Qsckoning  against  Smith. 
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In  defence,  it  was  pleaded  that,  by  the  assigna- 
tion and  general  disposition  in  his  favour  by  his 
wife,  he  was  entitled,  1st,  To  the  half  of  the  7000 
merks  which  had  been  provided  to  his  wife  in  the 
event  which  happened,  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage dying  before  majority  or  marriage.  Sdly,  To 
the  half  of  the  property  acquired  during  the  mar- 
riage ;  and,  Sdly,  To  the  sum  of  8000  merks  pro- 
vided to  his  wife  by  the  deed  of  the  24th  May, 
1722. 

The  court,  upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  Feb.  i9«  17S5. 
found,  upon  the  first  point,  *  That  the  said  Mar- 
garet FuUerton,  by  the  foresaid  contract  of  mar- 
riage, was  a  creditor,  and  not  an  heir  substitute 
for  the  half  of  the  7000  merks,  and  for  the  half 
of  the  conquest.' 
Thereafter,  (19th  June)  their  Lordships  found 
That,  by  the  general  disposition  by  Margaret 
FuHerton  to  David  Smith,  likewise  nominating 
him  her  sole  executor  and  universal  legatee,  he 
had  right  to  all  debts,  comprehending  condition- 
al debts,  whereof  the  condition  had  not  then  ex- 
isted, as  well  as  others;  and  found  that  the  8000 
merks  contained  in  the  conditional  obligation  of 
the  21tth  May  doth  belong  to  David  Smith,  her 
assignee,  although  she  died  before  the  condition 
did  exist  or  was  purified.'  Both  these  inter- 
locutors were  adhered  to. 

The  cause  being  again  heard  before  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  it  was  insisted  by  the  pursuer,  that  Charles 
and  Clementina  Burden  having  survived  their 
father,  were  thereby,  in  their  own  right,  entitled  to 
the  legitim ;  and  as  the  j&ther  could  not  prejudice 
that  by  any  gratuitous  bond,  or  by  a  deed  on  death- 
bed, she,  as  executrix  to  them,  was  entitled  to  be 


BURDEN 

V. 
•MITR. 


17S8.  p^d  tlu^r  share  out  of  the  estate,  before  any  thing 
coul4  t>6  claimed  by  the  defender.  It  was  answer- 
ed that,  ^  the  father  had  made  a  more  advantage- 
ous provision  for  tbem^  by  giving  them  all  \d^ 
estate,  both  real  and  personal,  their  tutors  were 
justified  in  accepting  the  sfune ;  and  that,  as  the 
children  could  QOt  challenge  tl^is  act  of  their  tutors, 
it  being  for  th^r  advantage,  and  not  to  their  pre- 
judice, neither  can  their  rq[>resentative  do  so.  The 
court,  upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (13th 
February  I7S6,)  found  "  That  th^re  was  no  plsice 
<'fpr  legitim  in  this  ca^e/'  an4  their  Lordships 
al^rwards  f^hered^  (S4th  Februi^ry.) 

Tbe  ftppeal  was  brought  from  several  uiterlop^v 
tors  of  the  liOth  February,  19th  June,  and  19tb 
July,  1735,  and  13th  and  20th  February^  1736. 

J^i^adedjfar  the  Appellant: — 1^  With  regard  to 
the  7OQO  merks  and  half  the  conquest ;  had  the 
marriage  contract  been  fulfilled^  and  the  7Q00  inerl^ 
and  conquest  been  settled  in  the  manij^er  coveqant- 
edf  Marg^^et  FuUertOQ  ()eing  thereby  only  an  heir 
sybst^tu^  to  h^  pl^ldreQ,  aTi4  dMring  thqir  life 
hi(vipg  pQthing  but  a  bare  possibility  of  successios^ 
cQuld  no  VffXf^  convey  this  th^O  sw  heir  suhstitij^^ 
cquld  convey  his  ch^^ce  of  succession,  before  h^ 
h9A  s^pceeded.  Pi^t  even  if  she  had  this  power, 
'  she  did  pqt  exercise  it  hqbifi^  v^oda ;  be^aiiise,  by  the 
terms  of  the  general  disposjitioni  aU  th^  sh^  CQU- 

v^Xe4  ^V  tjlw  dehts  whi?h  were  \k^  ow^  or 
^l^Vfk  shpirfd  he  qwing  t^l^  »t  th^  tifliei  pf  hc^r 
d^QE^se  J  an4  as  n^ithfff  qC  th^f?  pr<^\qsions  w^re 
ojpiflg  fjith^r  ^t  the  date  of  tjie  9ssigpalip%  or  4^ 
the  tKne  of  her  death,  they  C9\ild  HQt  be  can[ie4 
by  tjhe  ^^signaitiQn- 
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2,  With  regard  to  the  8000  merks,  the  father       l^^ 
had  no  right  to  encumber  the  estate,  (which,  in     »uiidbn 
terms  of  the  marriage  contract,  became  vested  in      skits. 
bis  children  by  h}9^  death,)  with  the  paymept  of  tbia 
sum }   but  suppo^g  he  had  this  power,  the  ^e*; 
gacy  to  Mrs.  Smith  of  the  24th  May,  being  only 
conditional,  and  ^he  having  died  before  the  con* 
tingency  happened  upon  which  it  was  givei^  to  her, 
it  never  could  vest  in  )ier,  but  must  be  cpnsidere4 
as  a  lapsed  leg^y. 

.£f.  With  regard  to  the  right  of  }egitiip ;— neve^ 
if  the  half  of  tlie  7000  merl^,  i^qd  of  th^  conquest, 
a^d  the  3000  merks  clain^ed  by  the  respondent^ 
f«rere  assignable,  and  hfu)  beeq  ^s^igned  habiU  modo^ 
to  the  respon46nt,  or  could  have  been  claimed  by 
hiqfi  f^  executor  nominate  of  Margaret ;  yet  the 
children  who  cjied  under  ag^  and  f^r  their  des^th, 
their  heir  (the  appellant)  hfid  9  title  to  the  legi- 
tim,  wlticb  the  father  had  no  power  to  diminish 
either  by  d^^tb-b^d  pr  gratuitQus  deeds^ 

Fleaded  J(^  t^  Pe^ponffent  :rr^l.  Mrs.  Smi^ 
could  not  in  any  s^nse  hQ  QQi^sidered  as  a  substitu^ 
or  heir  pf  provis^qn.  By  thetemjis  of  the  n^arriagi^ 
Gontn^ct,  tl^e  hu£|l^m4  boupd  himself  ^nd  his  l^ein^ 
to  secure  the  70Q0  merks,  ^^4  pf  the  conq^esft  to 
his  Wife  and  her  heirs,  in  p^ste  the  chjl^fen  di^ 
before  attaining  m^pnty  pr  fpam^ge,  W¥J  in  th^lt 
iUMe  be  expressly  aasigqs  the  smifi  tp  her  m4  hef 
foresaids*  Sha  oQidd  DQt  have  taken  up  this  pr«H 
vision  by  a  service,  but  wsis  sd  pfw^ditipoftl  pr^tOf 
in  it,  and  having  by  her  marriage  ppnti^pt^  i^nd  by 
the  general  disposition,  assigned  it  to  the  respon? 
dent,  and  appointed  him  her  residuary  les|at^ ;  he 
now  stands  in  her  place  and  is  entitk4  tp  the  pmr 
vision,  the  condition  being  now  purified  hy  the 
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^^^^      death  of  both  children  before  majority  or  mar- 

SMITH.         2.  The  respondent  has  right  to  the  8000  merks 
also.     In  the  Jir^t  place,  it  was  not  a  legacy,  but  a 
conditional  obligation.     The  father  bound  himself 
and  his  heirs,  to  pay  to  Margaret  Fullerton,  and 
her  heirs,  executors,  and  assignees  this  sum,  in  the 
event  of  his  children  dying  before  attaining  majo- 
rity, or  unmarried;  and  this  event  having  happen- 
ed, she,  and  now  her  assignee  is  entitled  to  it.  The 
distinction  in  the  words  made  use  of  in  the  two 
deeds  of  the  23d  and  S4th  May,  shows  clearly  that 
the  testator  did  not   intend  to  make   the   pay- 
ment of  the  8000  merks  dependant  upon  her  sur- 
yivance.      In  the  deed  of  the  Q3d  May  the  6000 
merks  are  provided  to  the  wife,  not  merely  in  the 
case  of  the  children  dying  unmarried  and  under 
age,  but  also  in  case  Margaret  shall  happen  to  sur- 
vive them,  which  event  not  having  happened,  she 
was  not  entitled  to  the  provision  ;  but  in  the  deed 
of  the  24th  May,  (by  which  the  8000  merks  is 
provided)  no  such  condition  is  mentioned,  which 
shows  that  she  was  to  be  entitled  to  the  provision 
whether  she  survived  them  or  not,  provided  they 
died  under  age,  and  unmarried.     But  secondly^ 
even  if  it  were  a  legacy  it  would  not  lapse,  because 
it  was  given  to  Margaret,  her  heirs,  executors,  and 
assignees;  in  which  case,  such  heir,  upon  the  death 
of  the  legatee,  becomes  entitled  to  the  legacy  when 
the  condition  is  purified.  . 

3.  Although  the  children  were  entitled  to  legi- 
tim,  yet  their  father  having  made  a  more  advan- 
tageous provision  in  their  favour,  this  must  be  con- 
sidered as  coming  in  the  place  of  it ;  and  the  ap- 
pellant cannot  now,  in  the  name  of  the  childreiv 
have  any  claim  to  such  legitim. 
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After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-       ^^as, 
•* judged,   &c.  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the     buedin 
"  19th  February,  1735,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Ses-      smith. 
"  sion  found  *  that  Margaret  Fullerton  the  wife,  by  {*^*f^!f  • 

<  the  contract  of  marriage  passed  between  her  and  irss/    ' 
'  John  Burden,  her  first  husband,  was  a  creditor, 

'  and  not  an  heir  substitute  for  the  half  of  the 

*  7000  merks,  and  the  half  of  the  conquest ;'  be,    / 
*<  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed,  with  this  addi- 

'^  tion,  viz. '  and  that  die  respondent  Smith  is  en- 
'  titled  to  the  said  half  of  the  said  7OOO  merks,  and 
'  half  of  the  conquest,  under  the  general  disposi- 

*  tion  from  Margaret  his. wife  ;  and  that  the  child- 

<  ren  of  the  said  marriage  were  entitled  to  the  other 
'  half  of  the  said  7000  merks,  and  also  to  the  other 

*  half  of  the  conquest;'  and  that  the  said  interlocu- 
"  tor  of  the  19th  June,  whereby  the  Lords  found 

*  that  by  the  general  disposition* by  Margaret  Ful- 

*  lerton  to  David  Smith,  likewise  nominating  him 

*  her  residuary  legatee,  he  had  right  to  all  debts, 

<  comprehending  conditional  debts,  whereof  the 

*  conditions  had  not  then  existed,  as  well  as  others, 
'  and  found  that  the  8000  merks  contained  in  the 

*  conditional  obligation  of  the  29th  May,  1722, 

*  granted  by  John  Burden  to  his  wife,  payable  to 

*  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  or  assignees,  doth  be- 

*  long  to  David  Smith,  the  assignee,  albeit  she  died   • 

*  before  the  condition  did  exist  or  was  purified,'  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ;  and  that  so 
much  of  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  19th  July, 
whereby  the  said  Lords  of  Session  ^*  adhered"  to 

<<  the  interlocutor  of  the  19th  February,  be,  and 
*'the  same  is  hereby  affirmed,  with  the  addition 
<<  herein  made  to  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  19th 
February  ^  but  that  so  much  of  the  same  inter- 
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^f^'  "  lociitor,  whereby  the  Lords  adhrfed  t6  the  iirter- 
BuaDBir  "locutor  of  the  19th  June,  be,  and  the  same  is 
4IIXTH.  *'  hereby  reversed ;  and  that  the  mterlocutpr  of  the 
*•  said  10th  Februaiy,  >Vh^eby  the  said  Lords  of 
^'  Session  fbiihd  *  that  there  was  no  legitim  in  this 
^  Cad6,'  be,  and  the  ^iGune  is  hereby  reversed ;  and 
"  it  id  hereby  declared,  that  the  said  children  were 
*^  entitled  to  a  legitini  in  this  case ;  and  it  i^  here- 
'^by  fhrther  ordered  and  adjudged^  that  so  much 
••  of  the  said  interlocutor  rf  the  2(M:h  of  the  same 
**  Februaiy,  Which  is  contrary  to,  or  inconsistent 
*'  With,  this  judgment,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
**  also  reversed  j  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it 
•*  be  remitted  to  the  said  Lords  of  Session  to  pro- 
••eeed  accordingly/* 

For  Appellant,  Ch.  Jirestttne^  W.  Murray. 

For  Respondent,  W.  HctmUUm^  J.  Graham. 


The  Magistrates  of  Montrose,  •  Appellant ; 
Datid  Erskike  of  Dub,  Esq.  one'^ 

of  the  Senators  of  the  College  >  Bespmdent. 

of  Justice,  -  ^         y 

l^ih  Muff,  1738. 

^ROOEss."— AppsAL-^It  being  objected  tbat  tbe  Loid  Advocate^ 
wbo  bad  an  interest  in  tbe  cause^  and  wbo  bad  been  a  party 
in  i^e  Court  of  S^ssion^  was  not  made  a  party  to  tbe  appeal ; 
«ml  tbai  ibe  tsauaa  bad  not  bee&i  finaUy  determined  in  tbd 
Omrt  of  Seaeien  j^4be  appeal  was  dismissed. 


Na  44.  James  V.  by  a  charter  under  the  Great  Seal,  grant* 
ed  to  Sir  James  Erskine  of  Brechin,  his  heirs  and 
assignees,  the  light  of  Constabulary  of  the  Burgh 


«f  MofttroSfew     Sir  l?hamAs  convftyfed  il  W  Mif.       iWI. 
E^kitte  of  Dui)>  t&e  Ancestor  of  the  t'espoAdent     kAGifitRATsi 

The  officd  not  having  been  exercised  folr  a  con-  °'  \ 
sideraUe  peiiod,  ind  the  respondent's  right  to-  it,  «»•«»»«• 
te  wdU  M  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  jurisdictioA 
bdug  disi^ut^  by  the  magistrates  of  Motitrdsei  he, 
m  t7S8,  brought  an  action  for  haying  his  tight  to 
Ae  said  c^ce,  with  all  its  privileges,  ascettained 
and  declared. 

In  defence  it  was,  inter  alia^  pleaded  that  the 
grant,  being  of  an  office  in  fee,  was  void  in  terms 
of  an  act  of  James  II.  (1455,  c.  44.)  <<  That  tiiere 
'*  be  nae  office  in  time  to  come  given  in  fee  and 
^'  heritage,  and  that  the  offices  that  are  given  since 
<<  the  decease  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  that  dead  i^ 
^  be  revoked  and  annulled.*' 

It  was  answered  that  the  statute  founded  6ik  had 
gttne  int6  desuetude,  there  having  been  several  of- 
fices granted  in  fee  »nc6  that  tiitee ;  but  at  iJl 
events,  that  the  objection  was  not  6oiapetmt  to  the 
magistrates,  but  only  to  the  crown,  who  was  not 
a  party  to  the  process. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (July  8,  17S0,)  "  repelled 
**  the  defence  founded  upon  the  Act  o£  James  tL 
'^  concerning  jurisdictiotis  in  hoc  statn^  the  crown 
"  not  being  in  the  process/* 

The  magistrates  afterwards  raised  a  summons 
for  the  purpose  of  calling  the  Officers  of  State  on 
behalf  of  the  crown ;  and  they  likewise  brought  an 
acti^i  of  declarator  to  have  it  found  that  the  burgh 
of  Montrose  was  exempted  from  any  jurisdiction 
of  the  respondent 

The  actions  being  conjcnned,  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
after  various  proceedings,  pronounced  an  interlocu- 
tfr,  which  was  adhered  to  by  the  Court,  (14th  Fe- 
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^y^'       bruary  1733,)  finding  that  the  respondent  **  had 

KAoiBTKiTEs "  fight  to  thc  constabulaTy  of  Montrose,  with  all 

V.        "  rights  and  privileges  thereto  belonging.*'    And 

BB8XINX.    ^Q  cause  being  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary,  to 

hear  parties  on  the  extent  of  the  jurisdiction,  his 

Lordship  (July  4,)  ^^  found  and  declared,  that  the 

*'  pursuer  hath  right  to  a  jurisdiction  in  matters  of 

*<  riot  within  the  town  of  •  Montrose  and  liberties 

"  thereof,  cumulative  with  the  town,  in  such  cases 

"  wherein,  by  their  erection,  they  have  power  to 

**  judge ;  and  that  he  hath  right  to  the  town  pri- 

**  son  or  tolbooth,  to  imprison  delinquents  in." 

Thereafter  the  respondent  was  ordered  to  give 
in  a  condescendence  of  what  further  points  of  juris- 
diction he  claimed,  which  being  lodged,  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  (22d  February  1734,)  "  allowed  the 
**  council  for  the  town  to  see  and  answer  the  same 
^'  against  the  1st  June  next ;  but  allowed  the  pursuer 
"  to  extract  the  decree  already  pronouncecC"  &c. 
Entered  Before,  however,  these  answers  were  lodged, 

Feb.  16, 1787.  ^j.  ^^^  farther  proceedings  in  the  case  took  place, 

the  present  petition  of  appeal  was  brought  from 
various  interlocutors  prior  in  date  to  that  of  2Sd 
February  above-mentioned. 
Judgment,  The  couucil  for  the  appellants  being  directed 
*^  '  'to  proceed,  the  respondent's  coimcil  objected 
thereunto,  and  acquainted  the  House,  <  That  not- 

*  withstanding  the  interest  of  the  crown  was  con- 

*  cemed,  yet  his  Majesty's  Advocate  for  Scotiand 

*  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  said  appeal.'  And 
the  appellants'  counsel  having  been  heard  there-^ 
imto,  the  counsel  were  directed  to  withdraw. 
'*  And  it  appearing  to  the  House,  *  That  though 

*  the  interest  of  the  crown  was  concerned,  and  his 
<  Majesty's  advocate  made  a  party  below,  yet  the 
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*  said  Advocate  is  not  made  a  party  to  this  ap-       ^^^s. 

*  peal }  nor  was  the  cause  finally  determined  by  MAoisTKATBa 

*  the  said  Lords  of  Session  :*  ^'  ""^^  " 
It  is  therefore  ordered,  &c.  That  the  said  pe-    ■»»*'»*• 

tition  and  appeal  be,  and  is  hereby  dismissed 
'^  this  houses  and  that  it  be,  and  is  hereby  remit- 
"  ted  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  for  that 
Court  to  proceed  in  the  cause  according  to  law 
and  justice,  and  to  determine  thereupon,  with 
respect  to  the  points  which  remain  undetermin- 
ed, and  that  afterwards  the  parties  on  either  side 
be  at  liberty  to  appeal  to  this  House,  as  they 
**  be  advised." 


George,  Marquis  of  Annandale,    -   Appellant ;  , 
The  Earl  and  Countess  of  Hopetoun,i2e^/Mm£fe9i/^. 

et  e  contra. 
15th  February,  1739. 

Mutual  Contract.— Passive  Title— Act  I695,  c.  24. — Cir- 
cumstances  of  an  obligation  incurred  by  an  apparent  heir^ 
under  which  the  next  heir^  passing  him  hj,  and  serving  to  a 
remoter  ancestor,  was  found  liable^  without  relief  against  the 
executry,  or  other  separate  estate  of  the  apparent  heir. 


[TElchies^  No.  12— voce  Mutual  Contract.]] 

James,  Marquis  of  Annandale,  succeeded  to  the  No.  45. 
title  and  estate  of  Annandale  in  I721.  Shortly 
afterwards,  by  the  death  of  his  younger  brother 
William,  the  succession  to  the  maternal  estate  of 
Craigiehall  opened  to  his  sister,  the  Countess  of 
Hopetoun,  who  was  the  first  substitute  then  in  ex- 
istence*     But  the  right  of  the  Countess  was  de- 

VOL.  I.  Q 
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^^^^'      feasible,  upon  the  existence  of  a  second  son  of  her 

M.  ANNAN,  brother  Janles.      However,   notwithstanding  the 

«.         Countess's  right.  Marquis  Jisunes  continued  in  pos- 

1.  &  c.  HOFB-  geggiQjj  gf  ^jq^j^  estatcs  iu  virtuc  of  a  mutual  a^ree- 

ment,  and  in  17^6  he  executed  a  settlement  of  the 
estate  of  Annandale  in  favour  of  Lord  Hope,  her 
eldest  son,  with  certain  other  substitutions. 

In  the  event  of  Lord  Hope^s  not  succeeding  to 
the  estate,  it  was  pro\ided  that  the  entail  of  Craigie- 
hall  should  be  registered,  and  that  the  Countess 
should  be  served  heir  of  entail.  On  the  other 
hand,  she,  with  the  consent  of  her  husband,  dis- 
charged the  Marquis  of  all  claims  he  had  for  the 
bygone  rents,  and  assigned  to  him  the  rents  for  the 
year  17^f  and  all  subsequent  years  during  their 
joint  lives  ;  but  under  certain  conditions.  Whence 
the  present  question  arose,  of  which  one  was  as 
follows : — <<  But  if  it  should  happen  the  said  Mar- 
^*  quis  to  have  no  heirs  of  his  own  body  to  succeed 
^<  to  him  in  the  estate  of  Annandale,  and  that  nei- 
ther the  Countess,  nor  any  of  her  children,  should 
happen  to  succeed  to  him  in  tlie  estate  of  An- 
^'  nandale,  then,  and  in  that  case,  any  person  who 
^<  should  succeed  to  that  estate,  not  being  procre- 
*^  ated  of  his  body,  should  be  obliged  not  only  to  re- 
^'  fund  to  the  Countess,  and  her  foresaids,  the  said 
*^  rents  of  Craigiehall ;  to  be  received  by  the  said 
"  Marquis  during  the  joint  lives  of  him  and  her,  at 
"  the  rate  of  L.450  yearly,  with  interest ;  the  rent 
of  the  year  1725,  bearing  interest  from  Whitsun- 
day, 1726,  and  so  forth  as  to  subsequent  years, 
^*  but  also  the  said  heirs  succeeding  to  the  estate 
"  of  Annandale,  who  should  not  be  procreated  of 
the  Marquis's  body,  should  be  furdier  bound  to 
pay  to  the  said  Countess,  and  her  foresaid,  the 
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"  further  sum  of  L.1925»  or,  at  the  option  of  the       ^^' 
**  Countess,  a  sum  equal  to  half  of  the  rents  more/*  ^*  annam- 
Marquis  James  .died  in  I7SO ;  and,  upon  his         v.    . 
death.  Marquis  George,  the  appellant,  (his  younger  *'  %ouk?'* 
brother  by  a  second  marriage)  brought  an  action 
of  exhibition  and  reduction  against  Lord  Hope,  to 
set  aside  the  said  settlement  of  I726,  as  made  by 
a  person  who  had  never  been  feudally  vested  in 
the  estate,  so  as  to  enable  hiiQ  to  make  the  said 
deed ;  and  in  this  action,  after  a  variety  of  proce- 
dure in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  he  ultimately  succeeded,  and  obtained  de- 
cree setting  aside  the  only  feudal  right  to  the  es- 
tate of  Annandale,  which  Marquis  James  had  made ' 
up,  and  consequently  also  reducing  the  said  set- 
tlement made  by  Marquis  James  in  favour  of  Lord 
Hope.    Upon  this,  the  respondents  brought  the 
present  action  against  the  appellant  for  payment  of 
the  rents  of  the  estate  of  Craigiehall ;  viz.  L«450 
for  five  years,  being  the  time  Marquis  James  was 
in  possession  of  that  estate,  from  the  year  1725, 
until  his  death,  together  with  the  interest,  and 
likewise  for  the  sum  of  L.1225,  which  was  to  be 
paid  upon  tlie  same  contingency.     The  pursuers 
insisted,  that  although  the  title  of  Marquis  James 
had  been  reduced,  yet,  as  he  had  the  appearance 
of  a  title,  creditors  might  contract  with  him  bona 
fide,  and  they  founded  upon  the  act  1695,  for  ob- 
viating the  frauds  of  apparent  heirs.    In  defence, 
it  was  maintained  that,  although  the  appellant  had 
served  himself  heir  to  his  father  Marquis  William, 
who  was  a  remoter  predecessor  than  Marquis  James, 
yet  the  debts  in  question  were  not  of  the  descrip- 
tion  protected  by  the  act,  that  they  were  voluntary, 
and  not  contracted  for  a  valuable  consideration ; 
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^^^^'       and  this  was  particularly  the  case  with  regard  to  the 

M.  ANNAN-   gym  Qf  L.1225,  which  had  been  agreed  upon ;  and 

V.         the  appellant  also  maintained  that,  even  supposing 

it  to  be  a  just  debt,  yet  the  other  representatives 

of  Marquis  James,  and  especially  the  Countess  of 

Hopetoun,  his  executrix,   were  also  liable,   and 

that  he  was  entitled  to  relief  against  her. 

Dec.  17,  i7«5.      The  Lord  Ordinary  found,   *  That  the  defender 

*  (the  appellant)  was  liable  in  performance  of  the 

<  articles   of  agreement  libelled,  not  by  virtue  of 

*  Marquis  James's  feudal  title,  since  that  title  had 

*  been  reduced,  but  by  virtue  of  the  act  1695,  as 
'  having  passed  by  his  immediate    predecessor, 

*  Marquis  James,  (who  was  more  than  three  years 
'  in  possession)  and  as  having  served  himseUT  to  a 
^  remoter  predecessor ;  and  found,  that  the  arti- 
^  cles  of  agreement  was  an  onerous  transaction, 
'  and  therefore  repelled  the  defence  that  the  same 

*  waS'  gratuitous,  and  did  not  fall  under  the  said 

*  act :  and  in  respect  of  the  conception  of  the  said 

*  articles  of  agreement,  found  the  present  Marquis, 
^  the  defender,  had  no  ground  of  relief  competent 

*  to  him  against  the  executory,  or  any  other  se- 
^  parate  estate  belonging  to  the  said  Marquis/ 

June  24  1736.      '^^^  Lords  fouud,    *  That  notwithstanding  the 

<  reduction  of  Marquis  James's    title,   the  one- 

*  rous  debts  of  the  said  Marquis  may  alSect  the  es- 
^  tate  of  Annandale  ;  and  they  adhered  to  the  in* 

*  terlocutor  of  the   Lord  Ordinary,    finding  the 

*  transaction  between  Marquis  James  and  the  Earl 
^  and  Countess  of  Hopetoun,  an  onerous  transac- 
'  tion ;  but  they  foimd  that  in  as  far  as  the  pur- 
'  suer  founded  their  claims  upon  th^  act  of  Par- 
^  liament, .  1695,  relief  was  competent  to  the  de- 
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*  fender  against  the  executory,  or  any  other  sepa-       ^^^^' 

*  rate  estate  of  Marquis  James,  as  accords. 

*  The  Court  (6th  July,  1737)  adhered  as  to  the 

*  finding  that  the  transaction  in  question  was  oner- "'  ^^ou"^'*' 
'  ous,  and  that  such  onerous  deeds  affected  the  es- 

'  tate  ;  and  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear 
'  parties  upon  the  point  of  relief.' 

Upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court  Jan.  si,  jtss. 
found,  '  that  so  far  as  the  Marquis  of  Annandale 
^  is  liable  on  the  act,  169^,  there  is  relief  compe- 
'  tent  to  him  against  the    separate  estate ;    but 

*  found,  that  Marquis  James,  having  stood  infefl  by 
'  charter  and  seisin,  which  infeftment  was  effec^ 
^  tual  to  creditors,  that  he,  having  charged  the  pre- 
^  sent  Marquis,  the  heir  succeeding  to  him  in  that 

*  estate,  in  favour  of  the  Countess ;  that  L<K*d  An- 

*  nandale  had  i|o  relief  against  the  separate  estate.' 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Marquis  of  An-  Entered 
nandale  from  those  parts  of  the  above  interlocutors   ^  '  ^^'  ^^^  ' 
which  found  the  transaction  in  question  onerous ; 
and  that  he  was  liable  to  perform  the  same,  by 
virtue  of  the  act  1695  :  and  it  also  complained  of 
that  part  of  the  last  interlocutor,  in  so  far  as  it 
found  that,  by  reason  of  Marquis  Ja,mes's  feudal 
title,  he  had  no  relief  against  the  separate  estate. 

A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Earl  and  Entered 
Countess  of  Hopetoun  from  those  parts  of  the^"^^**^' 
above  interlocutor,  which  found  that  the  appellant, 
the  present  Marquis,  in  so  far  as  he  was  liable  upon 
the  act  1695,  had  relief  competent  to  him  against 
the  separate  estate. 

ON  THE  ORIOINAL  APPEAL. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant  (the  Marquis :) — Mar- 
quis  James  never  enjoyed  the  estate  by  any  good 
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*^^^'      feudal  title.     His  infeftment  has  been  finally  re- 

■*•  i^w '''  duced.     He  therefore  had  no  power  to  burden  the 

»•         appellant  with  debt,  least  of  all  to  cut  off  his  relief. 

louK.    *  The  appellant  does  not  represent  him  in  any  way  j 

nor  is  he  liable  for  any  of  his  debts  except  such  as 

may  fall  under  the  statute  1695. 

Now  the  statute  does  not  apply :  for  Marquis 
James  did  not  enjoy  the  estate  as  apparent  heir,  but 
under  a  bad  title,  constituted  by  charter  and  seisin, 
which  have  since  been  reduced,  and  therefore  the 
case  is  not  within  the  act  1695.  But,  besides  this, 
the  respondent,  the  Countess  of  Hopetoun,  was 
no  creditor  of  Marquis  James  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act ;  for,  as  against  him,  she  could  never 
have  made  any  demand ;  and,  as  against  the  ap- 
pellant, her  demand  is  not  onerous,  (i.  e.  for  a  va- 
luable consideration,  and  such  only  are  within  the 
act,)  but  merely  gratuitous  and  fraudulent,  which 
appears  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  all 
the  circumstances  attending  it 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents^  (the  Sari  and 
Countess  ^Mcpeioun  :)• — The  debt  claimed  is  for 
a  full  and  valuable  consideration.  The  Countess 
of  Hopetoun  had  an  undoubted  right  to  the  rents 
of  Craigiehall  from  17^,  to  the  death  of  Marquis 
James  ;  and  those  rents,  having  Jbeen  received  by 
the  said  Marquis,  are,  without  doubt,  a  full  consi- 
deration for  the  claim  in  so  far  as  regards  them. 
With  regard  to  the  sum  of  L.  1 225,  this  is  also  an 
onerous  debt,  being  for  the  previous  rents  from 
1721,  when  the  succession  opened,  which  would 
have  amounted  to  a  greater  sum. 
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ON  THE  CROSS  APPEAL.  m.  amnam- 

DALB 


I.  &  C.  HOf  S* 

TOVN. 


Pleaded/br  theAppeUants^  (the  JEofiand  Countess 
^JErQpetotf»:>— Thestatutel695,sofarasit  subjects 
the  heir  to  the  debts  of  the  immediate  predecessor, 
gives  the  creditor  the  same  daim  against  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  debtor,  as  he  would  have  had  if 
the  debtor  had  made  up  a  regular  feudal  title.  In 
that  case,  the  next  heir  could  neither  contest  the 
debt,  nor  have  any  claim  of  relief;  and  the  pre- 
sent statute  has  not  pointed  out,  or  intended  to 
give  him  any  such  relief.  Besides,  it  being  the 
evident  intention  of  the  deceased  person,  that  his 
execute  and  other  separate  estate  should  be  free, 
and  the  particular  estate  charged  with  the  debt,  it 
would  be  unjust  and  contrary  to  this  intention,  to 
allow  the  heir  passing  by  his  immediate  predeces- 
sor to  throw  this  burden  upon  the  executry. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent,  (the  Marquis  1)^^ 
The  act  1^5  was  not  passed  for  the  sake  of  the 
debtor,  nor  for  the  relief  of  any  separate  estate  be- 
longing to  him,  but  as  a  further  security  to  fair  and 
<merous  creditors  \  and  therefore  if  the  hdr,  for  the 
advantage  of  the  executor,  be  obliged  to  pay  a 
debt  properly  moveable,  he  has  an  imdoubted 
daim  of  relief  upon  the  executry,  to  which  the 
debt  properly  belonged. 

After  hearing  counsd,  *it  is  <M:dered  andad- 
^  judged,  that  such  parts  of  &e  interlocutor  of  the 
'  Slth  January,  1736,  and  31st  January,  1738,  Judgment, 
'  whereby  it  is  found,  •  That  in  as  far  as  the  re-  ^^"^^  *^'  ^^*•• 
spondents,  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Hopetoun, 
founded  their  claim  upon  the  act  of  Parliament 
1695,  and  the  appellant  was  found  liable  on  the 
said  act,  relief  was  competent  to  him  against  the 
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i7si>.       "  executry,  or  any  other  separate  estate  of  Mar*' 


TOUK. 


M.  ANNAN-   ^*  quis  James/  be,  and  are  hereby  reversed ;  and  it 

^t!*"       *  is  hereby  declared,  that  from  the  nature  of  the 

«•  ^f;,^^^^"  *  pursuer's  demand,  and  the  frame  of  the  articles^ 

<  January  1727»  no  such  relief  is  competent  in  the 

*  case  to  the  appellant,  the  Marquis ;  and  it  is 

<  farther  ordered  and  adjudged.  That  so  much  of 

*  the  interlocutor  of  the  8th  February,  1738,  where- 
'  by  it  is  found  '  that  the  said  Marquis  is  liable  to 
^*  the  respondents  for  the  sum  of  one  thousand, 

'  **  two  hundred  and  twenty-five  pounds  sterling, 
"  over  and  above  the  five  years'  rent,  in  terms  of 
*<  the  libel  and  articles  of  agreement  libelled  on/ 

*  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ;  and  it  is 

*  hereby  further  declared,  that  the  said  appellant 
^  is  not  liable  for  the  said  sum  of  L.1S25,  or  at  the 

*  option  of  the  said  Countess,  to  such  sum  as  should 

*  be  equivalent  to  half  of  the  rents  of  Craigiehall, 
^  to  be  uplifted  and  received  by  Marquis  James,  at 

*  the  rate  of  four  hundred  and  fifty  pounds,  men- 
'  tioned  in  the  said  articles,  the  same  appearing  to 

*  be  gratuitous  as  to  those  particular  sums  ;  and  it 

*  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  other 

*  interlocutors  complained  of,  be  varied,  cassed, 

<  and  rectified,  agreeable  to  this  determination ; 

<  but  that  the  said  interlocutors,  in  all  other  re- 

<  spects,  be,  and  are  hereby  affirmed/ 
For  Appellant,  James  Erskme  and  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondents*  Ch.  Areskine  and  J.  Sharp. 
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Alexander  Denham,  Esq.    -      •*■      Appellant ;        ^^^^- 

Archibald  Stewart,  Esq.  (aUas\    ^^^Oent       "'^''^^'" 
Denham,)       .        .        .        j         ^ 


8TBWABT. 


nth  February,  VIS7* 

Tailzie.-»Act  1685,  c.  22.-— The  conditioiifl  and  irritant 
clauses  not  being  inserted  in  a  general  retour,  found  not  to 
infer  an  irrit'-acy>-^.^ 

[FoL  !>ict.  L  p.  490.    Rem.  Dec  I.  p.  155,  No.  79  and  80. 

Mor.  p.  7275.] 


Sn.  William  Denham,  in  1711>  executed  an  No.  46. 
eoiail  of  his  estate  of  Westshiells,  whereby  he  re- 
sins the  lands,  under  strict  prohibitory  and  irri- 
tant clauses  of  the  usual  nature,  ^'  in  favours  of, 
<'  and  for  new  infeftments  to  himself  and  the  heirs 
*<  male  of  his  body  ;  which  failing,  to  Robert 
-**  BailUe  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  which 
"  failing,  to  Mr.  Archibald  Stewart,  &c.**  Sir 
William  died  in  1712,  without  having  executed 
the  procuratory ;  and,  upon  his  death,  without  heirs 
male,  Robert  Baillie,  (thereafter  Sir  Robert  Den- 
ham,)  was  served  and  retoured  heir  in  general  and 
of  provision,  in  which  general  retour  the  condi- 
tions, prohibitions,  and  irritancies  of  the  entail  were 
not  inserted.  He  possessed  the  estate  till  his  death, 
whereupon  a  declarator  of  irritancy  was  raised 


*  This  case  is  inserted  here>  lutTing  been  accidentally  omitted  in 
the  proper  order  of  its  date. 
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1739. against  his  son,  (the  appellant,)  by  Mr.  Archibald 

DEM  HAM     Stewart,  the  next  substitute,  on  the  ground  that 

stewIrt.    the  general  retour  of  Sir  Robert  Denham  did  not 

contain  the  conditions  and  clauses  irritant  of  the 

entail ;  which  omission,  by  the  act  168^,  c  32, 

infers  an  irritancy. 

Answered : — The  clause  of  the  act  founded  on 
applies  only  to  titles  actually  made  up  in  the  lands, 
and  not  to  general  retours,  which  are  no  more  than 
personal  titles. 

It  was  found,  (15th  July,  1725,)  *  that  Sir  Ro- 

<  bert  Denham,  retouring  himself  heir  of  provision 

<  to  Sir  William  Denham,  maker  of  the  tailyie, 

<  without  repeating  in  the  retour  the  provisions 

*  and  irritant  clauses  of  the  tailyie,  and  brooking 

<  and  enjoying  the  tailyied  estate  by  virtue  of  the 

*  retour,   does  import  an  irritancy  of  the  hdr^s 

*  right*    This  interlocutor  was  adhered  to. 

In  a  second  reclaiming  petition,  it  was  pleaded, 
that  even  if  the  irritancy  were  incurred  it  was 
purgeable,  seeing  that  no  damage  had  thereby 
occurred  to  the  estate.  The  Court,  (1st  February, 
1726,)  on  advising  this  petition  with  answers, 
found  in  terms  of  their  first  interlocutor,  with  the 
addition  of  these  words,  viz.  '  and  having  con- 

<  tracted  debts  after  the  said  service,  found  that 

*  the  defender  cannot  now  purge  these  irritancies, 

<  and  therefore  refused  the  desire  of  the  petition.* 
This  interlocutor  was  adhered  to. 

Upon  this  judgment,  the  pursuer  (the  respon- 
dent) entered  into  possession  of  the  estate ;  where- 
upon the  creditors  of  Sir  Robert  Denham,  (the 
appeUant's  father,)  raised  an  action  against  him, 
(the  pursuer,)  to  have  it  found  that  their  debts 
were  chargeable  on  the  estate,  notwithstanding  the 
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entail,  the  prohibitory  clauses  not  having  been  in-      i7S9, 
serted  in  the  retour.    The  Court  of  Session  found 
that  the 'estate  was  chargeable  with  these  debts, 
but  upon  aa  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
judgment  was  reversed.  * 

An  appeal  was  thereafter  brought  from  the  Entered 
above  inteiiocutors  of  the  15th  July  and  18th  Nov.  '  ' 
17^9  and  the  Ist  and February,  17^6,  &c. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  AppeUant: — ^The  act  compels 
insertion  of  the  conditions  of  the  entail  <^  in  the 
rights  and  conveyances''  whereby  the  estate  is 
possessed.  These  words  mean  only  read  rights, 
vis.  charters  and  infeftments,  which  appear  on 
record  as  the  complete  titles  to  the  lands,  and  on 
the  faith  <^  which  contracting  creditors  may  rely. 
A  general  retour  is  not  such  a  conveyance  or  real 
right ;  and  has  no  other  effect  than  as  evidence  that 
the  person  retoured  has  an  undoubted  right  to 
make  up  a  title  to  the  entailed  estate. 

8.  Such  general  retours  are  not  uncommon,  but 
are  never  considered  to  be  a  contravention  of  the 
entail. 

3.  By  the  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords^  the 
estate  was  not  exposed  to  Sir  Robert's  creditors, 
and  therefore  this  reason  for  holding  possession  on 
a  general  retour  to  be  an  irritancy,  no  longer  exists. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent  c-^The  only  title 
by  which  Sir  Robert  Denham  possessed  the  estate 
was  this  general  retour ;  and  therefore  the  omis- 
sion in  it  of  the  conditions  of  the  entail,  is,  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  act,  a  contravention,  in- 
curring forfeiture. 

S.    Although  in  some  instances,  the  irritant 

•  5th  June,  17S3.    Vide  sapn^  No.  95. 
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iys9.  clauses  of  the  entail  may  not  have  been  inserted  in 
DBNHAM  the  general  retour,  yet  in  all  these  the  retour  has 
8TEWABT.  borne  a  reference  to  the  entail  itself,  but  in  the 
present  case  the  retour  is  absolute^  without  mention 
of,  or  reference  to,  any  entail  containing  irritancies. 
Further,  whenever  heirs  of  entail  have  expede  only 
general  services,  they  have  been  careful  not  to 
possess  in  virtue  of  such  retours,  until  they  are 
completed  by  infeftment 

3.  Sir  Robert's  possession  in  virtue  of  his  gene- 
ral retour,  has  left  the  estate  exposed  to  his  credi- 
tors. If  this  is  sanctioned,  there  must  be  an  end 
of  all  entails,  because  the  heir  of  entail  not  only 
would  never  complete  by  infeftment  an  entail  which 
he  wished  to  defeat,  but  would  possess  on  a  per- 
sonal title,  in  order  that  he  might  charge  the 
estate  at  pleasure. 
Judgment,  Afler  hearing  counsel,  ''  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
Feb.  17, 17  7.  ,4  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  interlocutors  complained 
''  of  in  the  said  appeal  be,  and  the  same  are  here- 
"  by  reversed ;  but  that  the  respondent  be  at 
liberty  to  proceed  before  the  said  Lords  of  Ses- 
sion, in  this  cause,  according  to  law,  and  the 
course  of  the  said  Court,  for  any  irritancies 
''  founded  upon  in  his  libels  other  than  the  irri- 
**  tancy  alleged  to  arise  from  not  repeating  the 
**  provisions  and  irritant  clauses  of  the  tailyie  in 
''  the  retour  mentioned  in  the  interlocutor  hereby 
"  reversed." 

For  Appellant,  Duncan  Forbes^  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondent,  James  Ersiine,  JRobert  Dun^ 
dasy  William 


It 
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I7SP. 


8IB  HEW  DAL- 
RTMPLB  AND 


Sir  Hew Dalrymple,        -        •*        Appellant;  mastsvchak 


Sir  Alexander  Hope  and  Mart  1   ^  ,  ^' 

y  Respondents,    "balexan- 


BUCHAN,  .  .  -  J  -^  DERHOFB. 


Mary  BucHAN,  ...        Appellant; 

Sir  Hew  Dalrtmple  and  SirI  ^espandents. 
Alexander  Hope,  -  J 

27/*  ifcfarcA,  1739. 

TAiLziB.^»Under  a  substitution  **  to  the  heir  female  of  the 
body"  of  the  entailer.-— Found  that  the  daughter  of  the  en- 
tailer's eldest  son  is  entitled  to  succeed  in  preference  to  the 
daughter  of  the  entailer^  and  to  the  daughter  of  a  second  son^ 
who  died  last  seized  in  the  estate. 


f  Elchies^  voce  Provision  to  Heirs  and  Children.  No.  2-3 


John,  Lord  Bargeny,  on  the  marriage  of  his  No.  47. 
eldest  son  John,  master  of  Bargeny,  executed  a 
settlement  of  his  estate  in  favour  of  the  said  John, 
and  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreate  of  that  marriage; 
whom  failing,  to  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreate  of 
the  said  master's  body  of  any  other  marriage ; 
whom  failing,  to  William  Hamilton,  the  second 
son  of  John,  Lord  Bs^rgeny,  and  the  heirs  male  to 
be  procreate  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  the 
heirs  male  to  be  procreate  of  the  body  of  the  said 
John,  Lord  Bargeny ;  whom  failing,  to  the  eldest 
heir  female  of  the  body  of  the  said  John,  Lord 
Bargeny,  and  the  descendants  of  her  body,  with- 
out division. 

John,  master  of  Bargeny,  died  in  his  father's 


C86    CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND* 

i7»i       lifetime,  and  left  issue,  Joanna,  the  mother  of  Sir 

nTnEwTA^  Hew  Dahymple. 

mITtiuchIk      Thereafter,  John,  Lord  Bargeny,  died,  leaving 

^'         issue,  the  said  William  Hamilton,  and  one  daugh- 

DBE  uorB4 "  ter,  Nicholas,  the  mother  of  Sir  Alexander  Hope. 

William  made  up  titles  to  the  estate,  and  died 

leaving  issue,  James  and  Grizel,  mother  of  Mary 

Buchan. 

James,  Lord  Bargeny,  succeeded  to  the  estate 
in  1736,  and  was  infeft  under  the  entail,  but  died/ 
without  issue ;  and  with  him  the  ijssue  male  of 
John,  Lord  Bargeny,  failed;  so  that  the  succes- 
sion devolved  upon  ^^  the  heir  female  of  the  body 
''  of  John,  Lord  Bargeny,  and  her  descendants, 
"  without  division  ;'*  and  the  question  was,  who 
was  this  heir  female. 

Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  and  Sir  Alexander  Hope, 
each  took  out  brieves,  to  have  it  found  that  he 
was  heir  of  provision  and  entail  to  the  said  James, 
Lord  Bargeny,  and  they  then  brought  counter 
actions  of  declarator. 

Jan.  16, 1736.      The  court,   by  their  first  interlocutor,  found 

'*  that  the  estate  did  devolve  to  Sir  Hew  Dal* 
^'  rymple  preferable  to  Sir  Alexander  Hope,  and 
"  decerned.'* 

In  the  mean  time,  Mary  Buchan  appeared  in 
right  of  her  mother  Grizel,  (the  daughter  of  Wil* 
liam,)  took  out  a  brieve,  and  brought  her  action 
of  declarator;  and  the  three  actions  were  then 
conjoined.  Sir  Alexander  Hope  reclaimed  against 
the  above  interlocutor,  and  pleaded,  1st,  That  the 
substitution  being  in  favour  of  the  eldest  heir 
female  of  the  body  of  Lord  John  the  entailer,  and 
her  descendants  without  division,  the  words  '  eldest 
heir  female'  were  descriptive  of  the  female  that  was 
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to  take  j  and  that  his  mother  Nicolas^  the  only       ^^^^' 
daufthter  of  the  entailer,  was  the  female  corres-  ■»»  »*^  ^^^ 
ponding  to  that  description^  in  preference  to  the  mabybucbak 
daughters  of  his  sons.  „.  alkxah- 

But»  Sdly,  Even  though  by  legal  construction    !»&  hopb. 
the  daughter  of  the  eldest  son  be  considered  the 
heir  female,  still  the  settlement  must  be  construed 
by  the  intention  of  the  entailer.      This  intention 
appears  from  the  difference  in  the  words  of  the 
substitution  to  'Hhe  eldest  heir  female''  of  his 
body,  and  to  ''  the  next  heir  female"  of  his  body. 
In  the  obligation  to  infefl,  after  the  substitution 
**  to  the  eldest  heir  female  of  his  body,  and  the 
♦*  descendants  of  her  body,"  it  follows,  which  fail- 
ings **  to  the  next  heir  female  to  be  procreate  of 
•*  his  body.*'    Under  the  first  clause,  therefore,  his 
daughter  Nicholas,  who  was  then  in  existence^  must 
have  been  intended ;  and  not  his  son's  daughter, 
who  was  to  be  procreate. 

Besides,  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  term  ^'  heir 
female"  is  not  known  }  and,  therefore,  it  ought  to 
be  construed  by  the  law  of  England,  which,  by 
heirs  female,  means  (mly  females  connecting  their 
descent  by  females,  and,  in  dubio,  the  immediate 
daughter  of  the  entailer  ought  to  be  preferred  to 
the  grand-daughter  by  a  son. 

Sir  Hew  Dalrymple  answered,  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  **  heir  female"  of  Lord  John  was  applicable 
only  to  his  mother  Joanna,  the  daughter  of  the  en- 
tailer's eldest  son.  She  alone,  on  the  extinction  of 
heirs  male,  was  liis  heir  of  line,  or  at  law,  under 
which  character,  neither  the  entailer's  daughter 
nor  the  daughter  of  his  son  could  claim. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mary  Buchan  maintained 
that,  by  the  course  of  succession  founded  on  the. 
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^  ^^'       forms  of  feudal  tenures,  when  lands  are  disponed  to 

«ik  Hsw  DAL-  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the  entailer ;  whom 

MARY^vcHAN  faillug,  to  Ms  heirs  female, — ^the   female  who   is 

-w*  Jl^.^   to  take,  on  failure  of  the  males,  is  that  female  who 

DX&  HOPE,    is  heir  female,  or  heir  at  law  of  the  male  last  seized, 

and  not  the  female  who  is  heir  female,  or  heir  at 

law,  of  the  entailer. 

The  court  (18th  January,  I7S8,)  found,  "that 
by  the  conception  of  the  entail.  Sir  Hew  Dal- 
rymple  was  called  to  the  succession  of  the  estate 
of  Bargeny  preferable  to  Mary  Buchan  j"  and 
also  found  "  that,  by  the  conception  of  the  entail, 
"  the  succession  to  the  estate  of  Bargeny  devolv- 
ed on  Sir  Alexander  Hope,  eldest  son  of  the 
only  daughter  of  John,  Lord  Bargeny ;  and  that, 
therefore,  he  ought  to  be  served  heir  of  entail 
preferable   to   Sir   Hew   Dahymple  and  Mary 
"  Buchan,  and  decerned/* 

Mary  Buchan  reclaimed  against  this  interlocu* 
tor,  and,  upon  advising  her  petition,  with  answers, 
their  Lordships  adhered,  (6th  July)  and  thereafter 
(11th  July)  they  found  "  that  Mary  Buchan  ought 
"  not  to  be  served  heir  of  entail  preferable  to  Sir 
"  Alexander  Hope. 
Entered  An  appeal  was  brought  by  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple 

Feb.  9, 1739.  ^^^^  th^  interlocutor  of  the  18th  Jan.  1738.     An 

appeal  was  likewise  brought  by  Mary  Buchan 
from  the  same  interlocutor,  and  from  those  of  the 
6th  and,  11th  July. 

Pleaded  Jar  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple : — This  deed 
of  entail  must  receive  the  legal  construction,  ac-» 
cording  to  which  the  appellant's  mother  was  un- 
doubtedly the  heir  of  her  grandfather.  Lord  Bar- 
geny, and  consequently  the  only  person  who  could 
take  by  the  description  .of  "  eldest  heir  female"  of 
Lord  Bargeny  j  for  his  daughter  was  not  his  heir. 
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VOT  can  she  be  so,  while  there  remains  any  issue  of      ^^^^' 
his  eldest,  or  of  his  second  son.  "»  ^^^  ^^^" 

It  is  a  mistake  to  say,  that  the  term  ''  heir  female",  mabt  bucran 
is  unknown  in  the  law  of  Scotland.     It  never  was  ^^^  ^^bxan- 
before  doubted,  that  where  an  estate  is  settled  upon    deb  hope- 
a  man,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his   body,  whom 
fiuling,  the  heirs  female  of  his  body, — ^the  term 
'^  heirs  female''  denotes  the  persons,  who  failing 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  are  his  heirs  of  line,  or  heirs 
at  law.     Many  instances  were  produced  in   the 
Court  of  Session  from  record,  to  show  that  the  term 
*'  heir  female"  is  usual  in  settlements,  and  in  retours 
by  juries  j   and  other  instances  were  given,  where 
grand-daughters  by  an  eldest  son  are  in  possession 
of  the  estates  of  their  grandfathers  in  preference  to 
his  eldest  daughter,  by  virtue  of  a  substitution 
(faiUng  heirs  male)  to  the  eldest  heir  female  of  the 
body  of  the  grandfather,  without  division.  In  these 
cases,  although  the  right  of  succession  had  been 
disputed  upon  otlier  grounds,  the  legal  construc- 
tion of  the  term  "  heir  female"  never  was  contra- 
dicted by  the  daughter. 

As  to  the  supposed  intention  of  the  entailer,  de-* 
duced  from  the  terms  of  the  obligation  to  infeft,  this 
can  be  of  no  weight,  for  this  difference  in  the  words 
of  substitution  occurs  only  in  the  obligation  to  in- 
feft, and  not  in  the  procuratory  of  resignation.  In 
the  procuratory,  after  the  substitution  to  the  eldest 
heir  female  of  Lord  Bargeny's  body,  and  the  de- 
scendants of  her  body,  it  is  said  whom  failing  to 
the  next  heir  female  of  his  body,  without  the 
words  "  to  be  procreate."  If  the  words  "  to  be 
procreate"  had  been  thought  of  importance,  they 
would  have  been  inserted  in  the  procuratory.  But  ^ 
at  any  rate,  if  Lord  Bargeny,  by  the  term  "  heir  fe- 

i  VOL.  I.  R 
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^^^^'       male»''  had  intended,  not  his  female  descendant,  who,* 
SIB  HEW  DAL-  Qu  failuTc  of  issuc  male,  would  also  be  his  heir,  but 

ItVlf PT.Tg    A.WB 

MABY  BucHAN  his  daughtCF  Nicolas,  who  was  then  living,  he  would 
««  .T-^       have  called  her  to  the  succession  by  name,  in  the 

SIB  AltBXAN*  • 

DEB  HOPE,  same  way  that  he  called  his  younger  son  William, 
and  thus  have  distinguished  her  from  the  person 
who  properly  would  be  the  heir  female. 

With  regard  to  the  appellant  Mary  Buchan,  it  is 
clear  that  she  can  have  no  claim*  By  the  entail, 
upon  failure  of  heirs  male,  it  is  not  the  heir  female 
of  the  last  possessor  who  is  called,  but  the  heir  fe- 
male of  the  entailer ;  and  while  there  is  issue  by 
the  eldest  son,  the  issue  of  the  second  son  never 
can  be  heir  to  the  grandfather. 

Pleaded  for  Mary  Buchan  ;-r-Two  errors  have 
been  committed  by  the  Court  of  Session.  Xst^  The 
daughter  of  the  father  ought  not  to  have  been  pre- 
ferred to  the  daughters  of  the  sons ;  and  &/,  the 
daughter  of  the  second  son,  who  was  last  seized, 
and  had  completed  his  title  by  charter  and  infeft- 
ment,  ought  to  have  been  preferred  to  the  daugh- 
ter of  the  eldest  son.     For, 

1«/,  By  the  course  of  feudal  tenures  which  pre- 
vails in  Scotland,  though  the  first  heir  succeeding 
upon  the  entailer's  decease  must,  in  order  to  com- 
.  plete  his  title,  be  served  heir  to  the  entailer  him- 
self, who  died  last  infeft  in  the  estate ;  yet  no  sub- 
sequent heir,  upon  the  death  of  a  preceding  heir 
who  was  infeft,  can,  by  the  forms  of  the  law  of 
Scotland,  be  again  served  heir  to  the  entailer,  but 
must  of  necessity  be  served  heir  to  that  person  who 
was  last  infefl  in  the  lands. 

9dy  By  the  same  law  feus  are  masculine,  and 
when  the  extinction  of  the  male  line  happens  in  the 
person  of  an  heir  male,  who  had  completed  his  ti- 
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tie  by  charter  and  infeftment,  the  succession  under       ^^^^' 
a  substitution  "to  the  heirs  femalej'^or  "  heirs  gene-  •»  hiw  dal- 

AYMPLf  AND 

ral/'  is  understood  to  rest  in  the  person  of  the  heir  ma&y  buchan 
female,  or  heir  at  law  of  such  made,  who  thus  died  .,.  ,^'^^ 
last  infeft,  and  not  in  the  heir  at  law,  or  heir  female    ]>bb  hops. 
of  the  entailer,  or  of  any  of  the  intermediate  heirs 
male. 

Pleaded  Jbr  Sir  Alexander  Hope  .-—The  term 
"  heir  female  of  a  man's  body,**  in  its  proper  and 
legal  signification,  must,  in  the  first  degree,  denote 
his  daughter.  A  grand-daughter  who  succeeds,  as 
standing  in  the  place  of  a  son,  can  no  more  answer 
the  description  of  heir  female  than  a  grandson,  who 
represents  a  daughter,  does  that  of  heir  male. 
Where,  in  a  marriage  contract,  the  estate  is  con- 
veyed to  the  heir  male,  it  is  a  common  provision  « 
to  settle  portions  upon  the  heirs  female  of  the  mar- 
riage, meaning  thereby  the  daughters. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  of  the  said  Mary^^^^'^' 
"  Buchan  be,  and  is  dismissed  this  House,  without 
prejudice  to  any  right  that  may  hereafter  accrue 
to  the  said  Mary  Buchan,  or  the  descendants  of 
"  her  body,  on  failure  of  the  heirs  of  tailzie  men- 
"  tioned  or  described  in  the  settlement  of  the  19th 
June,  1688.  And  it  is  hereby  ordered  and  ad- 
judged. That  that  part  of  the  interlocutor  afore- 
"  mentioned,  of  the  said  Lords  of  Session,  of  the 
18th  Jan.  1737-38,  whereby  they  found,  *  That 
by  the  conception  of  the  tailzie,  the  succession  to 
the  estate  of  Bargeny  devolves  on  Sir  Alexander 
Hope,  eldest  son  of  the  only  daughter  of  John 
Lord  Bargeny,  and  that  therefore  he  ought  to  be 
served  heir  of  tailzie,  preferable  to  Sir  Hew  Dal- 
rymple  and  Miss  Mary  Buchan,'  be,  and  the  same 


(( 
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lys^'        "  is  hereby  reversed :  And  it  is  further '  ordered 

8I&  HEW  DAL-  "  and  adjudged,  That  so  much  of  the  interlocutor 

maey^buchIn  "  of  the  same  Lords,  of  the  6th  of  July  last,  where- 

^'  **  by  they  adhered  to  their  said  former  interlocutor, 

■IB  ALEZAK-  J  J  ' 

DEB  HOPE.  «  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  also  reversed  ;  and  it 
'*  is  hereby  declared.  That  the  said  appellant.  Sir 
^*  Hew  Dalrymple,  is  entitled  to  the  estate  in  ques- 
<*  tion,  upon  the  failure  of  heirs  male  of  the  body 
<*  of  John  Lord  Bargeny ;  and  it  is  further  ordered 
<<  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  said 
"  Lords  of  Session,  of  the  l6th  July,  I7S6,  where- 
"  by  they  found,  *  That  the  estate  of  Bargeny 

<  doth  descend  to  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  of  Castle- 
*  ton,  eldest  son  to  the  daughter  and  only  child  of 

<  John,  master  of  Bargeny,  and  that  he  ought  to 

<  be  served  heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  to  James 

<  Lord  Bargeny,  preferable  to  Sir  Alexander  Hope, 

<  of  Kerse,  eldest  son  to  the  only  daughter  of  John 

<  Lord  Bargeny,'  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  af- 
«  firmed/* 

For  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  Wm.  Noely  Bo.Craigie. 
For  Mary  Buchan,  Fr.  Chute,  Al.  Lockhart. 
For  Sir  Alexander  Hope,   Ch.  AresUne,  W. 
Murray,  J.  Graham. 


CASES  ON  AFPEAI.  FROM  SCOTLAND. 


245 


1739. 


Appellants;  &c. 


Hugh    Murray,    Kinnynmound, 

Trustee  of  the  late  Sir  James 

RocHEAD  ;  and  James  Dalrtm- 

PLEy  and  David  Kinloch. 
Sir  Feancis  KmLocH  j  Sir  James  Ijg^^,^^^ 

S9th  March,  I739. 

Dbath-bsd.— Mutual  oontraot.— Whether  a  renunciation 
by  an  apparent  heir  of  his  right  to  challenge  ex  capUe  lecH, 
granted  to  the  ancestor  while  he  was  tn  liege  poustie,  be 
binding  ? 

Whether  sach  a  renunciation  granted  by  two  of  four  apparent 
heirs  be  binding  on  them,  the  other  two  not  having  acceded 
to  the  obligation^  and  the  party  obtaining  it  being  thus  pre- 
vented from, fulfilling  his  part  of  the  conditions  of  the  con* 
tract?* 


MUBBAY 
AND  OTHERS 

V, 

Sia  FRANCIS 

KINLOCH^ 


Sir  James  Rochead  of  Inverleitb,  by  deed  of  en-  No.  48. 
tail  (l691>)  settled  his  estates  of  Inverleith  and 
Damchester  upon  his  son  James,  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body,  whom  failing,  upon  his  four  daughters. 
James  was  to  be  under  the  fetters  of  the  entail,  but 
if  the  succession  opened  to  the  daughters,  they 
were  to  succeed  as  heirs  portioners  in  fee  simple. 
Magdalen,  the  eldest,  was  married  to  James  Cath- 
cart,  Esq. ;  Janet,  the  second,  to  Sir  David  Dal-  ^ 
rymple ;  Mary,  the  third  daughter,  to  Sir  Francis 
Kinloch;  and  Elizabeth,  the  youngest,  remained 
unmarried. 

Sir  Jttmes  (the  son)  succeeded  to  these  estates 
upon  the  death  of  his   father,   and  having  ac- 

*  It  does  not  appear  upon  which  of  these  two  grounds  the  judg-j 
ment  of  the  House  of  Lords  proceeded. 

4 
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1739.       quired  other  property,  he  was  desirous  of  making 


MURRAY     an   entail  both    of  the   old  and  of  the  acqui- 
oTHBR   ^^  estates  in  favour  of  the  same  person.    With 
SIR  FRANCIS  ^ig  view,  a  conti*act  was  prepared  by  Sir  James, 
&c       which  he  wished  all  his  sisters  to  agree  to  and  sub- 
scribe, in  order  to  free  him  from  the  restrictions, 
&c.  of  the  entail,  and  to  enable  him  to  make  a  set- 
tlement accordingly. 

By  this  contract  it  was  provided,  1.  That  if 
Sir  James  Rochead  should  die  without  issue,  then 
the  said  lands  should  stand  charged  with  120,000 
merks,  payable  among  the  four  sisters  equally,  and 
to  such  persons,  as  any  of  them,  for  their  respective 
shares,  should,  by  writing  under  their  hands,  ap« 
point. 

2.  That  if  the  said  Sir  James  Kochead  should 
die  without  issue,  and  without  making  any  setde. 
ment  of  his  estates,  then  the  whole  should  fall  and 
belong  to  his  said  four  sisters,  and  to  such  persons 
as  they  should  name,  and  failing  of  such  nomina* 
tion,  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies. 

3.  That  notwithstanding  the  foregoing  clauses 
in  favour  of  the  said  Sir  James  Rochead,  and  his 
said  four  sisters,  yet  the  same  clauses  should  no 
way  hinder  the  said  Sir  James  of  his  full  power  and 
free  disposal  of  his  real  and  personal  estates,  either 
in  whole  or  in  part,  to  any  person  or  persons  he 
pleased  at  any  time,  etiamsi  in  articulo  mortis,  and 
that  without  any  of  his  said  four  sisters*  consent, 
without  prejudice  to  the  foresaid  possession  of 
30,000  merks  to  each  of  the  said  sisters. 

4.  That  if  any  of  the  said  four  sisters  should  not 
subscribe  this  instrument,  then  she  or  they  not  sub- 
scribing,  should  have  no  power  or  share  of  his  se- 
parate heritable  or  moveable  estate,  besides  the 
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lands  of  Innerleith  and  Damchester,  but  the  same      ^^^' 
should  accrue  and  belonir  to  the  sisters  subscribing,    voerat 

^  ^     AND  0THBK8 

and  their  heirs,  unless  the  same  shall  be  otherwise        «. 
disposed  of  by  the  said  Sir  James  Rochead.  '  «hloch," 

This  contract  was  signed,  on  the  one  part,  by       ^^ 
Sir  James,  and  on  the  other  by  Janet  and  by  Mary, 
and  their  husbands ;  but  it  was  not  signed  by  Mag- 
dalene  or  by  Elizabeth. 

Upon  the  death  of  Magdalene  in  17^f  Sir  James 
obtained  a  decree,  (in  absence,)  in  an  action  of 
declarator,  (to  which  James  Cathcart,  the  son  of 
Magdalene,  was  made  a  party,)  finding  that  the  li- 
mitations in  his  father's  settlement  were  personal 
in  favour  of  his  four  sisters,  and  not  in  favour  of 
their  heirs,  and  that  he  might  therefore  dispose  of 
Magdalene's  share. 

On  2d  April,  1737»  Sir  James  executed  a  dispo- 
sition of  all  his  acquired  estates,  and  of  three-fourths 
of  the  paternal  estate,  viz.  the  shares  of  Magdalene, 
Janet,  and  Mary,  in  favour  oi  Murray  and  other 
trustees,  for  hehoo£  of  the  sons  to  be  procreate  of 
the  body  of  James  Cathcart ;  whom  failing,  for  foe- 
hoof  of  James  Dalrymple,  (grandson  of  Janet,) 
whom  failing,  of  Francis  Kinloch,  second  son  of 
Mary. 

Sir  James  died  on  the  1st  of  May  following, 
within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  this  settlement, 
having  previously  contracted  the  disease  of  which 
he  died. 

Hiereupon  the  heirs  at  law  of  iS^  James,  viz. 
Mary,  (with  consent  of  her  husband.  Sir  Francis 
Kinloch,)  Elizabeth,  the  yoimgest  sister,  and  the 
descendants  of  Magdalene  and  Janet,  brought  their 
several  actions  for  reduction  of  this  settlement,  so 
far  as  their  shares  were  concerned,  on  the  head  of 
death-bed.    But  a  doub\  having  occmTed  whether 
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^^^^*      James  Cathcart,    (the   son  of  Magdalen,)    and 
MURRAY     Elizabeth,  were  not  barred  from  claiming  as  the 

AND  Others 

V,         heirs  of  law  of  Sir  James,  by  the  proviso  in  the 

"*5f^^^"  contract  in   1715,  "  that  the  sisters  refusing  to 

&c        '<  subscribe  the  same  should  be  excluded  from  the 

succession  to  any  part  of  Sir  James's  acquired 

estates,''  they  raised  a  reduction  of  this  con- 
tract, on  the  ground,  inter  alia,  that  Magdalen  and 
Elizabeth  had  not  been  made  parties  to  it,  and  had 
not  even  been  required  to  subscribe  it;  and. in  this 
action  they  obtained  decree  of  reduction,  so  far  as 
their  rights  of  succession  were  involved,  (S6th 
January,  1738,)  which  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  (18th  April,  I788.) 

To  the  action  at  the  instance  of  Mary  and  her 
husband,  and  of  the  Heirs  of  Janet,  it  was  objected 
on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  that  as  Mary  and  Janet 
had  agreed  to  the  contract  in  171^9  and  had  ac- 
cepted certain  rights,  qualified  with  a  power  to 
Sir  James  to  dispose  of  the  heritable  estate  etiam 
in  articulo  mortis;  neither  they  nor  their  heirs 
could  now  be  allowed  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
deed  1737>  which  was  executed  in  virtue  of  that 
power. 

Answered: — As  the  contract  in  171^  has  been 
found  ineffectual  to  exclude  the  two  sisters,  who 
had  not  subscribed  it,  from  their  share  in  the  suc- 
cession, it  can  have  no  effect  against  the  other 
parties  to  it,  because  the  reason  which  induced 
them  to  subscribe  was  the  hope  of  that  advantage 
of  which  they  are  now  deprived ;  (viz.  the  shares 
of  those  who  should  refuse  to  subscribe ;)  and 
the  deed  of  settlement  could  not  be  good  in  part, 
and  bad  as  to  the  residue;  neither  was  it  in 
the  power  of  the  heirs  of  Sir  James  to  dispense 
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with  the  public  law,  by  giving  him  power  to  dis-      ^^^^' 
pose  of  an  heritable  subject  on  death-bed.  *'J?"ll  . 

*      J  AND  0THEB8 

The  Court  found,  (23d  June,  1738,)  that  Sir         v. 
Francis  Kinloch  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  Sir  James  *«kloch," 
Dairy mple,  (the  son  of  Janet,)  were  not  barred  by        **• 
the*  contract  in  lyi^  from  challenging  the  deed  of 
2d  April,  1737>  on  the  head  of  death-bed ;  and  re- 
mitted the  case  to  the  Lord  Ordinary. 

Thereafter  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (27th  June,) 
^  sustained  the  reasons  of  reduction  libelled,  viz. 
^  that  Sir  James  had  contracted  the  disease  of 
'  which  he  died  before  executing  the  deed  in  ques- 
*  tion,  and  that  he  died  within  sixty  days  of  its  date, 
'  and  allowed  a  proof/ 

The  court  adhered,  (6th  July,)  and  upon  advis- 
ing a  proof  they  found  the  reasons  of  reduction 
proved,  and  reduced,  &c.  &c.  (29th  July.) 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  the  trustees,   and  Entered 
by  James  Dalrymple  and  Francis  Kinloch,  (the  *^  ^*^' '^^*^* 
heirs  under  the    settlement  in    question,)  from 
these  interloqutors  of  the  23d  and  27th  of  June, 
and  6th  and  29th  of  July. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants : — ^Although  a  man 
cannot,  on  death-bed,  convey  away  his  heritable 
property  to  the  prejudice  of  his  heir  at  law,  yet  ' 
where  a  conveyance  of  siich  estate  has  been  made 
to  the  heir,  reserving  a  power  to  alter  in  articuh 
mortis^  and  this  has  been  accepted  by  the  heir,  he 
cannot  challenge  a  posterior  deed  upon  the  head 
of  death-bed.  The  sisters,  therefore,  having  by 
the  deed  1715,  (by  which  they  were  in  a  certain  ^ 
event  called  to  the  succession,)  empowered  Sir 
James  to  dispose  of  his  estate  on  death-bed,  are 
barred  from  challenging  the  deed  1737. 

Although  the  contract  1715  was  set  aside  as  to 


MURRAY 
AND  OTHERS 


AIR  FRANCIS 
XINLOCH, 
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ilfL--.  James  Cathcart  and  Elizabeth  Rochead,  because 
they  were  not  parties  to  it,  this  can  have  no  effect 
V. "  with  regard  to  Janet  and  Mary,  who  were  parties 
to  it  and  subscribed  it ;  and  the  judgment  of  the 
^^  Court  of  Session  and  of  the  House  of  Lords,  was 
expressly  confined  to  the  shares  of  Magdalen  and 
Elizabeth. 

Pleaded Jbr  the  Respondents:'^!.  The  contract 
1715,  is  void  by  non-performance  on  the  part  of 
Sir  James  Rochead ;  for  it  is  a  rule  in  mutual  con- 
tracts, where  conditions  are  to  be  performed  hine 
inde,  that  the  contract  must  subsist,  and  be  made 
effectual  in  all  its  parts,  and  non-performance  in 
any  one  article  resolves  the  whole. 

2.  Na  power  of  disposing  on  death-bed  was  given 
to  Sir  James  Rochead  by  the  contract  171^*  It 
contains  only  a  reservation  of  the  powers  previously 
competent  to  Sir  James,  and  no  more. 

S.  Though  an  heir  may  dispense  with  the  law  of 
death-bed  by  ratification  of  a  particulsu:  deed,  (the 
contents  of  which  he  knows,)  no  genend  power 
or  consent  given  by  him,  antecedent  to  the  mak- 
ing of  such  settlement,  can  bar  him  from  making 
the  objection. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  '^  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
17S9.  "  ^    **  judged  that  the  said  Appeals  be,  and  they  are, 

^*  hereby  dismissed  this  house,  and  that  the  inter- 
^*  locutors  complained  of  be,  and  the  same  are 
«*  hereby  affirmed.'^ 

^  For  Appellants,  C%.  Aresldne^  W.  Hamikan. 

For  Respondents,  JB.  Craigie,  W.  Murray^ 
Alexander  JLociart. 


r 
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17S9. 


MUKEAT 
AKD  0THBm3 

Archibald  Murray,  Advocate,  ^  v. 

et  aUi,  trustees  for  the  creditors  t  ^laib. 

of  William  Scott  Blair,  off  ^PP^^^^^ 
Blair,  ...        3 

»  

Hamilton  Blaib,  Esq.         -        -    Betpondent. 

4dh  April,  1739. 

Conjunct  pbs  and  lifxbbmt.— A  wife's  estate  being  disponed 
in  her  manii^  contract  ''  to  the  husband'  and  wife,  in  con- 
junct fee  and  liferent^  and  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage ;  which 
failing,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  her  father ;  which 
failing,  to  the  heirs  female  of  the  marriage ;  which  faUing, 
to  the  heirs  male  or  female  of  her  body  of  any  other  mar- 
riage ;  which  fsiling,  to  the  husband,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body  of  any  other  marriage ;  which  fsuling,  to  the  wife's 
''  heirs  whatsoever  ;"^the  fee  found  to  be  in  the  wife. 

Hbib  of  pbovibion.— Found  that  the  heir  of  the  marriage 
may  gratuitously  dispose  of  the  estate  conveyed  in  the  mar- 
riage contract. 


t< 

€€ 
t€ 

et 


|[Elchies  voce  Service  and  Confirmation,  No.  5*2 


William  Blair  of  Blair  conveyed  his  estate  to  No.  49* 
his  son  John,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ; 
whom  failing,  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  own  body ; 
whom  failing,  to  his  son  John's  heirs  whatsoever. 
John  was  infeft,  and  upon  his  death,  Magdalen  his 
sister,  served  herself  heir  to  him,  and  was  married 
to  Mr.  Scott 

By  the  marriage  contract,  Scott  came  under 
certain  obligations  on  his  part,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  Magdalen  agreed  to  settle  the  lands  upon 
herselfand  husband,  and  longest  liver,  *  in  conjunct 
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1739.       *  fee*and  liferent,  and  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage; 

HURRAY     '  which  failing,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of 

AND  OTHERS  <  ^^^  fathcr  J  which  failing,  to  the  heirs  female  of 

BLAIR.      <  the  marriage ;  which  failing,  to  the  heirs  male 

<  and  female  of  her  body  of  any  other  marriage  ; 

'  which  failing,  to  the  said  William  Scott,  and  the 

'  heirs  male  and  female  of  his  body  of  any  other 

*  marriage ;    which  failing,    to  Magdalen's  heirs 

*  whatsoever,'  &c. 

The  only  issue  of  the  marriage  was  one  son, 
William  Blair,  who,  upon  his  mother's  death  in 
173s,  took  out  a  genend  service  as  heir  to  her ; 
and  having  thereby  acquired  sC  right  to  the  procu- 
ratory  of  resignation  in  his  grandfather's  settle* 
ment,  -he  procured  a  charter  .of  confirmation  there- 
on. He  afterwards  executed  a  settlement  of  the 
estate,  in  favour  of  himself  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body ;  whom  failing,  of  his  half-brother  Hamilton 
Blair,  a  son  of  Scott  by  a  subsequent  marriage. 

In  1733,  Scott  became  bankrupt,  and  made  over 
to  certain  trustees  for  his  creditors  all  the  right 
which  he  then  had,  or  should  afterwards  acquire, 
to  the  estate. 

Upon  the  death  of  William  Blair  in  1734,  these 
trustees  charged  Scott  to  serve  heir  in  special  to 
the  estate,  upon  the  above  contract  of  marriage ; 
and  thereupon  proceeding  to  adjudge,  Hamilton 
Blair  appeared,  and  pleaded, — ^That  the  estate 
could  not  be  adjudged  for  his  father's  debts,  be- 
cause it  had  been  vested  absolutely  in  William, 
who  had  settled  it  upon  him,  failing  issue  .of  his 
own  body, 

Ansfcered  :—l.  That,  by .  the  construction  of 
the  words  in  the  marriage  contract,  **  conjunct,  fee 
and  liferent,"  the  fee  was  vested  in  the  husband ; 
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a  right  of  liferent  in  the  wife ;  and  only  a  right  of      ^'^^' 
succession  in  the  son  :  and  as  the  latter  had  pre-     ^cu&kay 
deceased  his  father,  he  had  no  power  to  make  a     ^  ^J"^ 
settlement  of  the  estate.  *^^"- 

2.  That  at  any  rate,  as  the  estate,  failing  issue 
of  Magdalen,  was  by  the  marriage  contract  settled 
upon  Scott,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  William 
Blair,  by  any  voluntary  and  gratuitous  deed,  to 
disappoint  his  right  of  succession. 

The  court,  (19th  July,  1736,)  upon  the  report 
of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  *^  Found  that  the  fee  of  the 
**  estate  was  in  the  wife ;  and  that  William,  the 
^  son  and  heir  of  provision  of  the  first  marriage, 
**  could  gratuitously  dispose  of  the  estate." 

This  interlocutor  was  adhered  to  (SOth  July.) 
The  appeal  was  brought  firom  these  interlocutors  ^^^^ 
of  the  19th  and  SOth  July,  I786.  ^'  ^^^^' 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants : — Provisions  of  this 
nature  in  marriage  contracts  are  by  law  considered 
as  strictly  onerous,  and  cannot  be  altered  gratui- 
tously by  the  parties  themselves,  or  their  heirs.  In 
this  case,  the  substitution  in  favour  of  the  husband  • 
could  not  have  been  defeated  by  the  voluntary 
deed  of  the  wife  ;  nor  can  it  now  be  defeated  by 
her  heir,  who,  as  such,  is  Uable  to  the  performance 
of  her  obligations. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Respondent: — When  a  wife's 
estate  is  settled  upon  her  husband  and  herself,  in 
conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  the  fee  is  held  to  be  in 
the  wife,  and  the  husband  takes  only  a  liferent ; 
especially  where  the  substitution,  after  the  heii*s  of 
the  marriage,  is  to  the  wife's  heirs  of  any  other 
marriage,  and  also  where  the  last  substitution  is  to 
the  wife's  heirs  whatsoever. 

2.  Though  neither  the  husband  nor  wife  can 
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1789.       gratuitously  alter  tte  provisions  of  a  marriage  c6ii«^» 
M0K&AT  ^    tract  to  the  prejudice  of  each  other,  or  of  the  hdis 
of  the  marriage ;  yet  the  heir  of  the  marriage  takes 
the  succession  in  fee  simple,  and  i^  under  no  ob- 
ligation either  to  the  other  heirs  of  the  marriage 
or  to  the  other  substitutes,  and  may  dispose  of  it 
at  pleasure.     But, 
3.  William  Blair,  the  son,  had  two  titles,  under 
'  either  of  which  he  could  take  up  the  estate,  either 
under  his  grandfather's  settlement  or  under  the 
conveyance  in  the  marriage  contract;  and  having 
taken  it  up  under  the  former,  he  had  full  power 
over  it, — and,  therefore,  William  Scott  and  his 
creditors  can  have  no  claim  to  it. 
Judgment,         After  hearing  counsel,  '*it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
Aprfl*,  1750.  «  judged  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be,  and 

'<  is  hereby  dismissed  this  house,  and  that  the  in- 
^'  terlocutors  complained  of  be  affirmed.'* 

For  Appellants,  J.  Brownings  Al.  Loekhart. 
For  Respondent,  Ch.  Areskine,  R.  Craigie. 
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Sir  William  Billers,  et  alii^  Appellants ; 

The  Duke  of  Norfolk^  et  alii^  Beepondents. 

« 

la  May,  1739. 

iNFBPTiffXNT.  — General  Burden.— Fbaud.— Litigious.— 
A  disposition  to  a  creditor,  and  infeftment  thereon,  set  aside, 
havii^  been  granted  daring  the  cnrrency  of  a  term,  which  the 
debtors  had  taken  to  produce  a  pn^gress  in  an  action  of  adju- 
dication which  had  been  raised  against  them  at  the  instance 
of  another  creditor. 


1789. 


][£lchie8,  voce  Adjudication,  No.  21 ;  voce  Service  and  Con- 
firmation, No.  8.3 


The  respondents,  who  were  lessees  of  certain  |^q^  qq^ 
lead  mines  in  Argyleshire,  granted  a  sub-lease 
thereof  (January  1730,)  to  the  York  Building  Com- 
pany for  the  term  of  twenty-five  years,  at  the  reat 
of  L.3600  a  year,  and  the  company  bound  them- 
selves to  infeft  the  respondents  on  their  estates  in 
security  of  the  rent. 

In  1731,  it  became  necessary  for  the  company 
to  borrow  the  sum  of  L.  100,000,  and  in  the  pro- 
posals published  for  raising  this  sum  by  subscrip- 
tion, it  was  declared  that  the  estates  of  the  com- 
pany should  be  made  over  to  trustees,  for  behoof 
of  the  subscribers,  when  the  sums  should  be  ad- 
vanced. 

The  sum  of  'LJ7%7S5  was  thai  subscribed  for, 
and  the  company  directed  their  secretary  to  sub- 
scribe for  the  remaining  Li.^9H5,  for  the  behoof 
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^^^'       of  such  persons  as  should  afterwards  agree  to  ad*- 

BiLLEEfl,&c  vance  money  upon  the  proposed  security.    This 

DUKE  OF     sum  was  afterwards  subscribed  for,  and  advanced 

No^oLK,    tQ  tije  company,  who  granted  bonds  of  L.lOO  each 

to  the  amount  of  L.  100,000. 

In  these  circumstances,  the  respondents  raised 
inhibition  against  the  company,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  executed  a  summons  of  adjudication  against 
them ;  but  before  decree  was  obtained,  the  com- 
pany took  a  term  to  produce  a  progress,  with  a 
view  to  a  special  adjudication  which  was  then  in 
use. 

While  this  term  was  current,  the  company  grant- 
ed a  disposition  to  the  appellants  (the  trustees  for 
the  creditors  who  had  advanced  the  money)  of  all 
their  lands  and  estates  within  Scotland,  with  pre- 
cept and  procuratories,  neither  of  which  enumerated 
the  lands ;  but  the  precept  bore  a  general  warrant 
to  infeft  in  all  their  lands  in  Scotland. 
Oct  1738.  Infeftment  was  accordingly  taken  in  all  and  sin- 

gular the  lands  and  tenements  acquired  by  the 
company  in  Scotland, — ^and,  in  order  to  supply  the 
defect,  the  notary,  in  extending  the  instrument  of 
seisin,  after  reciting  the  act  of  the  bailie  in  execu- 
tion of  the  precept,  proceeded  to  recite  that  to  all 
the  lands,  &c.  on  which  infeftment  had  been  taken, 
the  company  had  right  by  infeftments  of  such  and 
such  dates ;  but  the  infeftments  themselves  were 
not  produced  or  read  by  the  bailie  himself  in  giv- 
ing infeftment. 

The  company  not  having  produced,  as  craved 
for  by  them,  the  term  was  circumduced,  and  de- 
cree of  adjudication  was  pronounced,  upon  which 
the  respondents  obtained  a  charter  from  the  crown, 
and  were  infeft  in  the  estates  belonging  to  the 


&c. 
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company ;  and,  in  the  same  year,  they  were  again       1739. 
infeft  in  virtue  of  the  original  obligation  granted  by  bills es,  &c. 
the  company  in  their  favour  in  1730.  '"' 

The  respondents  then  instituted  an  action  of  korfolk, 
reduction,  improbation,  and  declarator,— on  the 
ground  that  the  conveyance  in  favour  of  the  ap- 
pellants was  a  fraudulent  contrivance  to  invalidate 
their  security,  (having  been  granted  after  the  sub- 
lessees had  taken  a  term  to  produce  in  the  action 
of  adjudication  at  tiie  respondents'  instance,)  and 
that  the  disposition,  with  the  infeftments  fdlowing 
thereon,  being  voluntarily  granted  in  prejudice  of 
the  respondents,  who  were  prior  and  lawftd  credi- 
tors, ought,  therefore,  in  virtue  of  the  act  1621,  c. 
l8.  to  be  set  aside.  The  action  was  also  founded 
upon  the  objection  to  the  generality  of  the  terms 
of  the  precept  and  infeftment. 

The  Court,  (12th  Jan.  1739,)  upon  the  report  of 
the  Lord  Ordinary,  **  Sustain  tlus  reason  of  re- 

*  duction,  (viz.)  That  there  is  no  enumeration  of 

*  the  lands,  lordships,  and  baronies  belonging  to  the 
^  said  company  in  the  precept  of  sasine  in  the  said 

*  disposition,  nor  in  the  disposition  itself,  which  was 
^  the  only  warrant  produced  and  published  for  tak- 

<  ing  the  said  infdlments}  and  they  also  sustain 

<  this  reason  of  r^uction.  That  while  the  pursu- 
^  ers  were  in  the  course  of  obtaining  an  adjudica- 

<  tion  against  the  company,  which  was  obstructed 

*  by  the  company  taking  a  day  or  term  to  produce 
'  a  progress,  (which  they  did  not  do,  but  suffered 

*  the  term  to  be  circumduced,)  the  said  company 

*  did,  while  that  term  was  current,  grant  the  dis- 

*  position  in  question,  in  prejudice  of  the  pursuer's 

*  diligence  by  adjudication,  founded  on  anterior 
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^^^^'       "  and  lawful  debts  contracted  by  the  company  in 

BiLLEEfl,  &€•  u  the  year  1730,  by  which  the  company  was  oblig- 

DUKsoF     '^ed  to  infefb  the  pursuers  in  an  annuahrent  of 

NORFOLK,    «  L.8600 }  and  find  the  same  relevant  to  reduce  the 

<'  disposition  aforesaid ;  and  they  also  find^  that  the 

company  could  not  set  up  the  sum  of  L.S7>215» 

subscribed,  in  consequence  of  their  order,  by 

their  secretary  Henry  Strach^,  nor  secure  the 

same  by  infeftments,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  pur- 

*^  suers,  tilieir  anterior  and  lawful  creditors,  &c.  f 

**  and  tliey  find  the  pursuers  preferable  to  the 

«  mails  and  duties  of  the  company's  estates,  at 

<<  least  to  the  extent  of  L«S6(X)  yearly,  &c.  and 

*'  they  reduce  and  decern  accordingly/' 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  tlids  and  several 

Feb.  19,1739.  interlocutors  of  the  «{6th  of  July,  1737,  and  7th  of 

February,  and  17th  of  November,  I7S8. 

Judgment,         After  hearing  counsel,  <  It  is  ordered  and  adjud- 
May  1, 1739.  ,  ^^  ^^  rj^^^  ^  ^^^^  ^f  ^^  Several  interlocu- 

'  tors  complained  of  in  the  appeal,  whereby  the 
^  Court  of  Session  sustained  the  reasons  of  reduc* 
*  tion  following,  viz.  "  That  while  the  said  plain- 
«<  tifb  were  in  die  course  of  obtaining  an  adjudica- 
tion against  the  company,  which  was  obstructed 
by  the  company's  taking  a  tenn  to  produce  a  pro* 
gress,  which  they  did  not  do,  but  suffered  the 
**  term  to  be  circumduced,  the  said  company  did, 
^*  while  that  term  was  current,  grant  the  disposi* 
tion  in  question,  in  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff's  di- 
ligence by  adjudication,  founded  on  an  anterior 
and  lawful  deb^  contracted  by  the  company  in 
the  year  1730,  by  which  the  company  was  bound 
to  infeft  the  plaintiffs  in  an  annualrent  of  L.d600 
sterling,  and  that  the  company  could  not  set  up 
**  the  sum  of  1^279^1^  sterling,  subscribed  in  con- 
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"  sequence  of  their  order  by  their  secretary  Henry       ^^^^' 
V  Strachey,  nor  secure  the  same  by  infefhnent,  to  ■'*'^=»*'  ^^' 
**  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff,  their  anterior  and    duke  of 
**  lawful  creditors,"  and  also  so  much  of  the  seve-    '^^"c "' 
'  ral  interlocutors,  whereby  the  said  Court  of  Session 

*  found,  '*  That  the  plaintiffi  were  preferable  to  the 
*'  mails  and  duties  of  the  company's   estates   of 

Marischall,  Southesk,  and  Linlithgow,  at  least 
to  the  extent  of  L.d600  sterling  yearly,  being 
**  the  annualrent  in  which  the  company  was  oblig- 
ed to  infeft  the  plaintiffs,  in  virtue  of  the  con- 
tract in  tlie  year  I7SO  aforesaid,  until  the  com- 
pany's  rights  to  these  estates  shall  be  completed 
by  infeftment  therein,  reserving  to  themselves 
then  to  consider  whether  the  plaintiffi'  prefer- 
*^  ence  shall  continue  after  such  infeftment  shall  be 
*^  taken  or  not ;"  and  also  so  much  of  the  said  in- 
'  terlocutors,  whereby  the  Court  of  Session  hath 

*  reduced,  decerned,  and  declared  accordingly,  be 

*  affirmed ;  and  as  to  the  other  reasons  of  reduc- 

*  tion  mentioned  in  any  of  the  said  interlocutors, 

<  and  sustained  by  the  said  Court  of  Session,  it  is 

*  hereby  declared.  That  the  said  last  mentioned 

*  reasons  of  reduction  were  not  necessary  to  be  ad- 

*  vised,  or  determined  in  this  cause  ;  and  therefore 

*  it  is  hereby  ftirther  ordered  and  adjudged.  That 

*  so  much  of  the  said  several  interlocutors  as  relates 

<  to  the  said  last  mentioned  reasons  of  reduction, 

*  be  reversed,  without  prejudice  to  any  of  those 

*  points,  when  the  same  shall  become  necessary  to 

*  be  determined.* 

For  Appellants,  CA.  Areskine^  A.  Hume  Camp- 
heU. 

For  Respondents,  James  Erskine,  IV.  Murray. 
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SIR  J.  HOKB 

V. 
SIB  J.  HOtfB. 


Appellant ; 
Be^pandent. 


Sir  John  Home  of  Renton, 
Sir  John  Home  of  Manderston, 

2Srf  May  1739. 


Wa]>8BT.«-Rio6t  IK  BSou]UTr.*-C!irca]nttaiioe8  in  whidL  the 
right  of  reyerdon  in  a  aecnrity  of  the  nature  of  a.wadaet  wua 
ioond  not  to  have  expired  l^  the  mere  hipse  of  time,  al- 
though it  had  been  declared  in  the  agreement  that  the  right 
of  reveraion  '^should  cease  on  the  running  thereof.' 


>«• 


No.  51. 


Sir  John  Home  of  Manderston,  and  the  late  Sir 
Robert  Home  of  Renton,  entered  into  a  submission 
with  regard  to  certain  debts  due  by  Sir  Robert  to 
Sir  John,  and  affecting  the  estate  of  Renton.  The 
arbiters  found,  inter  alia^  **  that  a  considerable  sum 
*^  of  money  was  still  due  by  Sir  Robert  to  Sir  John, 
**  for  payment  whereof,  and  in  lieu  of  whatever 
<<  claims  Sir  John  had  upon  the  estate  of  Renton 
«<  in  any  manner  of  way,  they  declared  that  Sir 
<'  John  had  right,  and  was  entided  to''  certain  lands, 
mentioned  in  the  award,  and  decerned  Sir  Ro» 
bert  and  his  heirs  **  to  grant  a  valid  disposition 
'<  to  Sir  John  and  his  heirs,"  and  that  under  the 
following  reversion,  viz.  ^^that  upon  payment  of 
"  90,000  merks  Scots  to  Sir  John  or  his  heirs,  by 
*<  Sir  Robert  or  his  heirs,  or  consignation  thereof 
"  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Edin- 
<<  burgh  for  the  time  being,  upon  the  premunition 
of  sixty  days  preceding  any  term  of  Whitsunday 
or  Martinmas,  within  ten  years  from  and  after 
'*  the  date  of  the  said  award.  Sir  John  and  his 
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"  heirs  should  be  bound  and  obliged  to  denude  ^^^^' 
**  themselves  of,  and  retrocess  Sir  Robert  and  his  «»•'•  home 
**  heirs  to  the  said  lands.  Declaring  that  Sir  John  he  j.  home. 
**  shotdd  not  be  accountable  for  the  rents  of  the 
said  lands  during  his  possession  and  before  re« 
demption,  and  that  the  said  ten  years  should  ex- 
pire, and  the  right  of  redemption  cease  on  the 
**  running  thereof,  notwithstanding  any  super- 
«<  vening  minorily  of  the  heirs  of  Sir  Robert ;  and 
«  that  the  said  Sir  John's  entry  to,  and  possession 
*<  of  the  said  lands,  should  begin  at  Whitsunday 
then  next  for  the  year  17S6.  And  until  the 
said  disposition,  under  the  reversion  above  men- 
tioned, should  be  granted  and  perfected  by  Sir 
Robert  or  his  heirs,  they  decerned  and  ordained 
the  apprisings,  adjudications,  dispositions,  and 
other  rights  in  the  person  of  Sir  John,  to  subsist 
**  and  remain  with  him,  as  a  security  to  him  of  the 
**  said  lands,  and  of  the  said  sum  of  90,000  merks, 
*'  for  which  the  same  are  redeemable  as  aforesaid.'* 
8ir  Robert  died  soon  after  the  date  of  this  decree,  and  i 

without  having  executed  a  disposition  in  terms  of 
it  His  eldest  son.  Sir  Alexander,  a  minor,  was 
served  heir  to  him,  and  thereafter  did,  with  con- 
sent of  his  guardians,  give  notice  to  Sir  John,  in 
terms  of  the  award,  to  receive  at  the  ensuing  term 
of  Whitsunday  the  aforesaid  sum  of  90,000  merks. 
At  that  term,  however,  the  guardians  insisted  that 
it  was  not  safe  for  them  to  pay  the  money,  as  they 
alleged  that  Sir  John's  estate  was  encumbered  with 
debt,  and  that  a  variety  of  real  diligence  had  been 
led  against  it  They,  dierefore,  offered  a  bond  in- 
stead ,of  the  money,  but  this  was  refused. 
They  then  brought  an  action  of  declarator,  to 
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^^3^'  have  it  found  that  the  aforesaid  clause  of  redemp- 
8IR  J.  HOME  tion  was  sufficient  to  entitle  Sir  Alexander  to  re- 
siR  J.  HOME,  deem  the  lands. 

Pending  this  suit,  Sir  Alexander  died  in  minority. 
His  brother,  (the  appellant,) also  a  minor,  being  serv- 
ed heir  to  him,  did,  with  the  consent  of  his  guardi- 
ans, revive  the  action,  and  prayed  that  he  might  be 
allowed  to  amend  the  libel,  by  adding  the  following 
conclusion  :  *'  That  upon  papng  the  money  in- 
*^  to  the  Court  of  Session  the  lands  might  be  found 
*<  redeemed,  and  the  defender  ordained  to  dear 
^*  the  lands  of  the  incumbrances  which  he  had 
^*  made  thereon,  and  to  convey  to  the  pursuer 
"  in  terms  of  the  award.** 

It  was  objected,  however,  that  the  ten  years  had 
expired  since  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  that  the 
clause  of  redemption  was  therefore  void,  and  the 
Lord  Ordinary,  (11th  February,  1738,)  "Found 
'<  the  order  of  redemption  void,  and  found  the  pur- 
'^  suer  could  not  amend  his  libel  by  adding  the 
'^  conclusion  above-mentioned,  the  ten  years  with- 
**  in  which  the  lands  were  redeemable  being  elaps- 
"  ed,  and  assoilzied,  leaving  it  to  the  pursuer  to 
**  insist  in  any  other  process  as  accords  of  law/* 

His  Lordship  afterwards  "  adhered^  reserving  to 
•*  the  pursuer,  when  a  proper  order  of  redemption 
''  was  used,  arid  declarator  brought,  to  insist  upon 
"  any  reasons  competent  of  the  law,  why  his  re- 
"  demption  is  not  excluded  by  the  lapse  of  ten 
"  years.*' 

The  Court  adhered. 

Sir  John  (the  appellant)  and  his  guardians  then 
raised  a  new  action,  setting  forth  that  he  had  been 
disabled  from  performing  his  part  of  the  award,  as 
the  lands  stood  encumbered  with  the  respondent's 
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debt8»  and  praying  to  have  it  found  that  he  was  en-       1739. 
titled  to  redeem  the  lands,  notwithstandmg  the  ■»  j-  homi 
bpse  of  the  ten  years,  upon  payment  of  the  90^000  3,^  j.  homs. 
merks  into  the  Court  of  Session,  subject  to  the  di- 
rection of  the  Court 

On  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court 
(2d  Fefamaiy,  1789)  *  found  that  there  was  no 
'  place  now  for  this  declarator,  and  therefore  as- 
*  soUzied.' 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor.   Entered 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant ;— A  security  of  the  ^^^-  ^'  "^^• 
nature  of  that  which  was  given  to  the  respondent 
is  both  in  equity  and  by  the  law  of  Scotland  re- 
deemable, notwithstanding  the  q^edfied  term  has 
elapsed,  until  a  decree  is  obtained  in  an  action  of 
declarator  that  the  term  of  redemption  is  expired. 

In  the  circumstances  dfthe  case,  llie  respondent's 
estate  being  encumbered  with  debts  and  real  dili- 
gence, it  would  have  been  unsafe  for  the  mincn:  or 
his  guardians  to  have  paid  the  money,  as  it  was  not 
in  the  power  of  the  respondent  to  grant  a  renun- 
ciation. It  was  thus  in  consequence  of  circum- 
stances imputable  to  him,  that  the  redemption  was 
not  made,  and  it  would  be  against  all  equity  to  al- 
low him  to  take  such  an  advantage  of  the  minor 
under  colour  of  non-perfbrmance,  when,  in  fact, 
the  non-performance  was  owing  to  his  own  situa- 
tion. 

Pleaded^  the  Respondent: — By  the  decree 
pronounced  in  the  former  action,  reserving  liberty 
to  the  appellant  *^  to  insist  upon  reasons  competent 

of  the  law  why  his  redemption  is  not  excluded 
by  the  lapse  of  ten  years,''  the  right  of  redemp- 
tion is  made  to  depend  upon  his  using  a  proper 
order  of  redemption,  and  as  no  such  order  has  been 


SIR  J.  HOME 

V, 
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1739.      made,  the  point  now  insisted  on  by  the  appellant  is 
res  Judicata* 

The  case  of  the  respondent  is  different  from 
that  of  a  common  wadsetter,  and  entitles  him  to 
insist  upon  the  strict  performance  of  every  form 
which  was  made  incumbent  on  the  debtor. 

If  the  redemption  money  had  been  paid  up  or 
consigned,  there  wotdd  have  been  no  difficulty  in 
granting  the  renunciation,  because  the  respondent 
would  thereby  have  been  enabled  to  pay  all  his 
debts,  and  to  have  deared  his  estates  from  the  di- 
ligences which  affected  them. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  '^  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 
^^  '  '  <<  judged  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  in  the 
**  said  appeal  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ; 
^<  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that,  upon  the  particu- 
« lar  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  appellant  is 
<<  entitled  to  redeem  the  lands  in  question ;  and  it 
<<  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Lords  of  Session 
*^  do  give  such  directions,  touching  the  said  re- 
'^  demption  and  the  terms  thereoi^  and  the  recon* 
'*  veyance  of  the  said  estate,  as  shall  be  agreeable 
"  to  justice  and  equity." 

For    Appellant,    Ch.  AreskinCf    W.    Murray^ 

A.  flume  Campbell. 
jb^or  Respondent,  Jckn  Brownings  Ch.  Gordon. 


f 


CASES  ON  ABnAh  FHOM  SCOTLAND.  ^65 


1740. 


rULLERTOK 

V. 

KINLOCH. 


WiLi^iAM  FuLLERTON,  ct  olU,       AppeUonts ; 
David  Kinloch,  -  Respondent. 

ISM  Feh.  1740. 

FoBBiGN. — SaocBSSiON.— Hbib  and  Exbcutob. — A  simple 
contract  debt  incurred  in  England^  though  in  that  country 
not  aifecting  the  heir  of  the  debtor,  may  be  the  ground  of  af- 
fecting his  landed  estate  in  Scotland. 

Costs.— L.100  given  to  respondent. 


^Clerk  Home,  No.  1S5.  Elchies  voce  Succession,  No.  6.     Fd. 
Diet.  I.  p.  319.  Mor.  Diet.  p.  4456.  Brown's  Supp.  V.  p.  67O. 


William  FuUerton,  a  Scotsman  by  birth,  died  No.  52. 
domiciled  in  London,  after  having  contracted 
debts  there,  consisting  principally  of  the  contents 
of  a  promissory  note  for  L.100,  and  some  debts  on 
account  These  debts  were  assigned  to  the  re- 
spondent, Mr.  Kinloch,  who  brought  an  action 
against  FuUerton's  children  for  payment,  and 
charged  the  eldest  son,  (the  appellant,)  to  enter 
heir  to  his  father,  to  an  heritable  bond  in  Scotland 
forL.4000. 

The  heir,  inter  alia,  pleaded,  that  the  debts  were 
contracted  in  England,  where  simple  contract  debts 
do  not  affeqjt  the  heir  or  heritage,  unless  expressly 
mentioned,  but  only  the  executor  and  personal 
estate  -,  and,  therefore,  that  they  could  not  affect 
the  heir  or  estate  in  Scotland,  for  that  the  question 
must  be  decided  by  the  lex  loci  contractus. 

Answered. — It  is  of  no  importance  what  may 
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1740.  be  the  law  of  England,  for  it  is  the  law  of 
Scotland,  which  must  be  the  rule.  By  this  law, 
all  debts,  wherever  contracted,  may,  by  the  dili- 
gence of  the  law,  be  made  to  affect  both  the  real 
and  perscmid  estate,  the  heirs  having  relief  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  several  debts  and  estates.  And 
by  the  known  maxims  of  law,  not  only  succession 
to  lands,  but  competitions  between  rights  and  in- 
cumbrances upon  lands,  are  to  be  determined  se- 
cundum  legem  loci^  where  the  subject  is  situated, 
this  being  the  only  rule  in  the  Court,  from  which 
decrees  concerning  such  real  estate  can  receive  ex- 
ecution. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Elchies)  repelled  the  de- 
fence, and  sustained  the  claim  of  the  respondent, 
(Dec.  8, 1738,)  and  the  Court  adhered,  (JulyiySQ.) 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocu- 

Nov.  «s,         , 

1739.  "^"' 

Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  ^^  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 

e  .  IS,  1740.  „  judged  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  be 

^  affirmed,  and  that  the  appellants  do  pay  to  the  re- 
'^  spondent  the  sum  of  LJOO  for  costs  in  respect 
"  of  the  said  appeal." 


For  Appellants,  W.  Noel^  J.  Erskine. 

For  Respondent,  Ch.  Areskiue,  W.  Murray. 
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CUNNINOBAM 
V. 


Sir  James  Cunningham,  ^^ ^^^^'\  jf^f^iLw^t  • 
craig,         .        .         •        .         J  '  ^^ 

Captain  John  Chalmer  of  Gadgirth,  ^ 
and  the  Earls  of  Loudon,  and  >Re»p(mdents. 
Stair,  and  Colonel  Dalrtmple,  j 

i4ith  March,  1740. 

Pboof— -A  proof  taken  in  virtue  of  a  diligence  from  the  Court 
of  Session^  in  the  course  of  a  submission^  which  came  to  an 
end  without  any  decreet-arbitral  being  pronounced^  admitted 
in  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  in  a  subsequent  li« 
tigation  between  the  same  parties,  the  power  of  re-examining 
the  witnesses  being  reserved. 

Pbocsss.— Appeal.— The  Court  of  Session  having  (by  an  inter- 
locutor not  appealed  from)  refused  to  make  certain  persons 
parties  to  a  depending  action,— it  was  found  to  be  incompetent 
to  call  them  as  parties  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  an  aj^ieal 
from  the  final  judgment  in  the  action. 


[[Elchies  tfoce  Proof,  No.  1.     Fol.  Diet.  II.  p.  849.     Mor.  Diet. 

p.  14044.;] 


The  appellant  and  Captain  Chalmer,  (one  of  the  jJq.  53. 
respondents,)  having  submitted  certain  points  in 
dispute  between  them  to  arbitration,  it  became  ne- 
cessary to  examine  witnesses  in  the  cause  ;  but  as 
the  arbiters  had  no  authority  to  compel  the  ap- 
pearance of  witnesses,  the  Court  of  Session,  upon 
application  being  made  to  them,  made  an  or- 
der for  witnesses  to  attend,  and  be  examined 
upon  oath  before  the  sheriff  of  Ayrshire.  Several 
witnesses  were  accordingly  brought  forward  by  the 
respondent,  and  examined  by  the  sheriff)  and  their 
depositions  taken  down  in  writing;  but  the  ar- 
biters, not  bqing  agreed  in  opinion,  did  not  pro- 
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*^^'       nounce  any  award  within  the  time  limited  by  the 

CUNNINGHAM  decd  of  submission,  and  the  case  having  come 

cHALMEs,    again  before   the   Court  of  Session,   the  respon- 

^^'        dent  presented  a  petition,  praying  that  these  de- 

positions  might  be  admitted  as  evidence.  Upon  ad- 

vising   this    petition    with  answers,    the   Court, 

(Jan.  20, 1733,)  *  in  respect  it  was  not  alleged  that 

^  any  of  the  witnesses  examined  before  the  arbiters 

*  were  dead,  or  out  of  the  country,  refused  the  de- 

*  sire  of  the  petition/ 

But  upon  advising  a  second  petition  with  an- 
swers, their  Lordships  found,  (Nov.  27,  1733,) 
*^  That  the  probation  taken  before  the  arbiters 
**  ought  to  be  admitted  as  evidence,  so  far  as  the 
'^  same  is  habile,  and  concluding  upon  the  matter 
"of  it'* 

And  by  another  interlocutor,  (Dec.  15,  1733,) 
they  "  adhered  to  their  former  interlocutor,  with 
"  this  explication,  viz.  That  as  to  living  witnesses, 
"  they  may  be  examined  at  the  desire  of  either 
"  party." 

A  petition  praying  the  Court  to  find,-~that  the 
testimonies  of  such  of  the  witnesses  then  living,  as 
the  appellant  shall  think  fit  to  repudiate,  are  not  to 
be  sustained  as  evidence— *was  refused  without  an- 
swers. 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brou£rht  from  these  interlocu- 

'tors  of  the  27th  Nov.  and  15th  Dec.  1733,  and 
others  in  the  cause. 

Pleaded  far  the  Appellant : — The  authority  of 
arbiters  is  founded  only  upon  the  consent  of  par- 
ties, which  implies  this  condition,  that  an  award 
must  be  pronounced  on  the  matters  in  dispute,  and 
can  have  no  operation  if  such  award  do  not  follow  ; 
and  in  the  present  case,  as  the  arbiters  did  not 
give  any  award,  their  authority  ceased,  and  the 
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pafties  could  not  be  bound  by  the  examinations  taken       ^740. 


by  them.  Arbiters,  moreover,  are  not  bound  by  the  cunninohax 
ordinary  rules  of  law,  and  often  examine  witnes-    chalmsb, 
ses,  who  would  not  be  admitted  in  a  court  of  law,       ^^- 
reserving  to  themselves  to  consider  what  credit 
ought  to  be  given  to  such  testimony. 

When  it  is  intended  that  the  evidence  taken  be- 
fore arbiters  should  be  afterwards  received  in  a 
court  of  judicature,  express  provision  is  made  for 
this  in  the  bond  of  submission,  which  shows  that 
the  ordinary  rule  is  against  the  admission  of  such 
evidence. 

The  evidence  can  never  be  said  to  be  the  best 
of  its  kind  that  could  be  had,  when  the  witnesses, 
who  were  aMve,  were  not  re-examined  in  Court. 

[No  argument  on  this  point  appears  for  the  re- 
spondent in  his  appeal  case.] 

After  hearing  counsel  upon  this  point,  *  It  is  de-  Judgmeni, 

*  clared,  that  the  said  proof  taken  under  the  sub-  ^^^  ®^ 
'  mission  to  arbiters,  having  been  in  some  degree 

'  authorized  by  the  Court,  by  granting  diligence  for 

*  summoning  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  before 

*  the  sheriff  of  Ayr,  and  the  appellant  having  ac- 
^  quiesced  so  long  under  the  interlocutors  touching 
^  this  point,  the  said  interlocutors,  so  far  as  they  re- 
'  late  thereto,  ought  to  be  affirmed  ;  and  it  is  there- 
'  fore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  same  be  af- 

*  firmed/ 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of 
Session,  application  was  made  by  Sir  James  Cun- 
ningham, to  have  the  Earls  of  Stair  and  Loudon,  and 
Colonel  Dalr3anple  made  parties  to  the  action  at  his 
instance,  although  they  had  not  been  summoned 
originally ;  and  the  Court  (February  24,  1732)  ad- 


270 


CASES  OK  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 


CHALMBR^ 


1T40.      mitted  "them  to  be  parties  to  the  cause,  and'al* 
cuKNiMOHAM  "  lowcd  them  to  be  heard  for  their  interests,'*  but 
upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition  for  Captain 
Chalmer  with  answers,  they    "  refused  to  admit 
"  them  as  parties  in  the  cause/'     (8th  June.) 

This  interlocutor  was  not  appealed  from.  But 
Sir  James  afterwards  endeavoured  to  make  them 
parties  in  the  House  of  Lords,  by  serving  them  with 
the  order  for  giving  in  answers,  and  insisted  thatthey 
ought  to  have  been  made  parties  by  the  Court  of 
Session.  It  was  objected,  that  as  they  had  not 
been  made  parties  in  the  Court  of  Session,  which 
had  even  refused  to  hold  them  as  such,  whatever 
was  done  in  that  Court  must  be  held  as  to  them, 
res  inter  alios  Mta.  The  appeal  could  not  be  car- 
ried beyond  the  cause  appealed,  neither  was  it  the 
custom  of  the  House  of  Lords  to  hear  and  de- 
cide upon  the  rights  of  persons,  who  had  not  been 

heard  on  the  merits  of  the  case  in  the  courts  be- 
low. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  It  is  ordered,  that  the 

"  said  appeal  as  to  the  said  Earls  of  Loudon  and 

"  Stair,  and  Colonel  Daliymple,  be  and  is  hereby 

"  dismissed." 


Jadgnrat^ 
March  84, 
1740. 


For  Sir  James  Cunningham,  Ch.  Areslnne^  AL 
Lockart. 

• 

For  Captain  Chalmer,  W»  Noel,  W.  Murray. 
For  the  Earls  of  Loudon  and  Stair,  and  Colonel 
Dalrymple,  Js.  Erskine. 
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BABL  or  SEL- 
KIRK 

V. 

DUKK  or 


John,  Earl  of  Selkirk,      .    «    .    Appellant; 

James,  Duke  of  Hamilton  and')    R^jmandeat       nZnlrov. 
Brandon, J       «po»«»^* 

et  e  contra. 
3d  April  1740. 

Succession.— Heritage.— Conquest. — What    held    to    £aU 
nnder  conquest. 


[Elchies^  voce  Heritage  and  Conquest^  No.  3. — Brown's  Supp.  V. 

p.  684.] 


William,  Duke  of  Hamilton,  had  issue  by  Anne  No.  54. 
his  duchess — James,  (afterwards  Duke)  ;  Charles, 
created  Earl  of  Selkirk ;  John,  his  third  son,  and 
several  other  children. 

Charles^  Earl  of  Selkirk,  died  in  March  1739 
leaving  considerable  heritable  property.  His 
moveai)le  estate  was  carried  by  his  last  will  and 
testament.  The  heritable  pr<^erty  was  of  various 
kinds.     It  embraced, 

1.  Lands  which  he  had  purchased,  taken  to  him- 
self, and  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever.     In 

some  of  these  lands  he  had  been  infefl,  in  others 
not 

2.  Adjudications^  (with  the  same  destination)  in 
%hich  he  was  not  infeft. 

3.  Heritable  bonds,  on  which  infeftment  had 
followed. 

4.  Heritable  bonds,  on  which  infeftment  had 
not  followed. 


HAMILTON. 
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1740.  5.  Bonds  secluding  executors. 

eTrlofIel^     6.  Bonds  of  corroboration  (secluding  executors) 

*'**       of  two  kinds.     1st,  Bonds  corroborating  the  debts 

DUKE  OF     contained  in  the  heritable  bonds  and  accumulating 

the  arrears  of  interest  into  principal  sums ;  and, 

2dly,  Bonds  corroborating  the  debts  contained  in 

the  moveable  bonds,  and  accumulating  the  arrears 

contained  in  these  into  principal  sums. 

7.  Lands  conveyed  in  trust  for  the  said  Earl, 
upon  which  infeftment  had  followed  in  the  name 
of  the  trustee  ;  and  heritable  bonds  also  in  trust, 
and  in  which  the  trustee  had  likewise  been  infeft  in 
his  own  name. 

8.  The  superiorities  of  the  lands  of  Balgray  and 
Mosscastle.  The  property  of  these  lands  had  been 
contained  in  an  entail  made  by  Duke  William  and 
his  Duchess,  in  favour  of  the  Earl,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body,  whom  failing,  to  John  the  entail- 
er's third  son.  This  deed  contained  a  power  of  revo- 
cation, and  had  not  been  delivered.  The  Earl 
had  purchased  the  property  of  these  lands  from 
the  vassal  and  subvassals,  and  obtained  procurato- 
ries  for  resigning  them  to  himself^  ad  perpetuam 
remanentiam.  The  procuratory  for  resigning  Bal- 
gray was  not  executed,  but  that  for  resigning  Moss- 
castle was  executed. 

9.  The  teinds  of  the  lands  of  Crawford  Lyndsay, 
of  which  he  had  obtained  a  grant  from  the  crown  to 
himself,  and  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever,  and 
in  which  he  was  infeft*  The  lands  themselves  had 
been  contained  in  the  entail  of  Duke  William  abov^ 
referred  to.     . 

Upon  the  death  of  Earl  Charles,  a  competition 
arose  between  his  younger  brother,  John,  then  Earl 
of  Selkirk,  (the  appellant)  and  his  nephew,  James, 
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Duke  of  Hamilton,  (the  respondent)  son  and  re- 


presentative of  his  elder  brother.     The  former  was       kirk 
served  and  retoured  heir  mate  general  of  Une  to    ^^^'^  ^^ 
the  said  Ear).    The  latter  was  served  and  retoured  Hamilton. 
general  heir  of  conquest 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Elchies)  pronounced  an 
interlocutor,  (July  27, 1739,)  containing  substan- 
tially the  following  findings. 

<  1.  That  th&  lands,  which  the  late  Earl  had 

*  purchased  and  in  which  he  had  been  infeft,  de- 
'  volved  to  the  Duke  of  Hamilton,  as  heir  of  con- 
'  quest 

^  S.  That  the  Duke  as  heir  o£  conquest  had 

*  also  right  to  the  dispositions  and  adjudications  of 
^  lands  acquired  by  the  deceased,  although  infeft- 
^  ment  had  not  followed  on  them. 

*  3.  That  he  had  right  to  the  heritable  bonds 

*  acquired  by  the  deceased,  upon  which  infeftment 
'  had  followed^ 

*  4.  That  he  had  also  right  to  those  which  con- 

*  tained  a  clause  of  infeftment,  although  infeftment 
« had  not  followed. 

<  5.  That  the  right  of  succession  to  the  bonds 

*  secluding  executors,   and  which  contained  no 

*  clause  of  infeftment,  descended  to  the  Earl  of 

*  Selkirk,  as  heir  of  line. 

^  6«  That  the  bonds  of  corroboration  (secluding 

*  executors)  did  not  alter  the  right  of  succession  to 

*  the  original  bonds  as  to  the  principal  sums,  and 
^  that  therefore  those  corroborating  the  debts  con- 

*  tained  in  the  heritable  bonds,  devolved  to  the 

*  Duke,  as  heir  of  conquest,  but  that  the  bonds 
'  accumulating  the  arrears  due  on  these  into  prin- 
*'  dpal  sums,    and  also   those  corroborating  the 

*  debts  contained  in  the  moveable  bonds,  descend- 
ed to  the  Earl  of  Selkirk,  as  heir  of  line. 

VOL.  I.  T 
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^y^'  *  7-  That  the  Miccessioii  to  the  hmcb  and  hm- 


KI&K 

V, 

DUKE  OF 

HAMILTON. 


KA&L  OF  SEL-  <  taUb  IxMids  conveyed  iii  trust  fell  to  the  Duke, 
^  as  heir  of  conquest 

^  8.  That  file  right  of  succession  to  the  lands  of 

<  Balgray,  descended  to  the  Earl  of  Selkirk,  as  heir 
'  of  investiture  of  tibe  superioritj. 

'  9*  That  the  succession  to  Moss  Castle  devolved 

<  to  the  same  heir. 

*  10«  That  the  right  of  suoeession  to  tibe  teinds 

*  of  the  landsefCrawfcrdLyndsay  descended  to  the 

'  Earl  of  Selkirk,  aa  heir  to  the  tends  themsdves.* 

The  Lords  adhered,  (10  January,  1740.) 

Entered  15th      Au  appeal  v^BS  brougfat  by  the  Earl  of  Selkirk 

January  1740.  ^^  ^^  ^^  gj^  gj^  4th^  and  7th  fiaditigs  above 

recited,  and  £rom  that  part  of  the  6tix  fiading^  which 
determines  that  the  bonds  of  oorroboration  do  not 
alter  the  right  of  succession  to  the  original  bonds, 
as  to  the  prindpal  sum  tlierein  contained,  and  that 
the  same  fall  to  the  heir  of  conquest 
Entered  25th  A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Duke  of 
January  1740.  33^^11^^^  fi^^  t^e  5th  finding,  from  part  of  the 

6th,  and  from  the  8th,  9th,  and  10th  findings. 

ON  THE  ORIGINAL  AJPPEAL. 

Pleaded  far  the  AppeUanL-^^As  to  the  firfiit  find- 
ing,— ^heirs  of  conquest  can  only  come  in  where  no 
other  provisicxi  is  made  for  the  succession.  In  the 
present  case,  they  ore  cut  out  by  the  destination  to 
the  "  heirs  whomsoever  of  the  granter.*' 

As  tp  the  second  finding, — ^where  no  infeftment 
has  been  t^en,  there  is  no  room  for  the  heir  of 
t^onquest.  By  the  88th  chapter  of  Qiwniam  attach- 
iamentOj  by  which  the  law  of  conquest  was  intro- 
duced, he  is  only  entided  to  lands  in  which  the 
ancestor  died  seized. 


DUKB  OF 
IfAMILTOlf. 
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Aft  to  the  third  findkig,***4uaritaUe  bonds  can-       ^^^' 
Qot  be  assdmUated  to  hioda  v  tenements),  even  «^*^  ^^  ^^^'- 
where  infeftment  has  followed  oh  them  :  neither,         v. 
a  Jbrtiorif  can  they  he  ao  assimilated  where  there 
has  been  no  infeftment    in  this  caae  they  are  mere 
personal  securities  fiir  money  lent.    The  cases  re* 
ferred  to  do  not  apply^  there  having  been  there  no 
destination  to  heirs  whatsoever. 

As  to  the  7th  finding,  with  regard  to  the  lands 
and  heritable  bonds  which  were  vested  in  the  per- 
son of  trusteeSy-rr^ere  was  a  bare  right  of  action 
against  the  trustees  in  the  Earl  of  SeUdrk ;  and 
this  cannot  in  any  shape  be  considered  as  con- 
quest. 

As  to  that  part  of  the  6th  finding,  which  deter- 
mines that  the  bonds  of  corroborati(m  do  not  alter 
the  right  of  succession  to  the  original  bond, — ^it 
was  argued,  1st,  that  the  terms  of  these  bonds  of 
corroboration,  being  the  last  destination,  must  re- 
gulate the  succession,  and,  therefore,  although  the 
original  bonds  might  go  to  the  heir  of  conquest, 
the  latter  bonds  (secluding  executors)  must  go  to 
the  heir  of  line,  and,  as  they  include  the  heritable 
bonds,  they  must  also  regulate  the  succession 
of  these ;  and,  Sdly,  that  the  same  words  can- 
not  in  the  same  destination  imply  two  difie- 
rent  meanings,  which  would  be  the  case  here, 
if  the  destination  were  to  carry  the  aiTears  of 
interest,  and  the  principal  sunis  contained  in 
the  moveable  bonds  to  die  heir  of  line,  and 
the  principal  sums  of  the  heritable  bonds  to 
the  heir  of  conquest  It  was  clearly  intended  to 
give  the  former  to  the  heir  of  line,  and  the  same 
intention  is  to  be  presumed  with  regard  to  the 
latter.    3dly,  The  words,  "  without  prejudice  to  the 
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^7^0'       former  bonds,*'  (which  had  been  used)  are  Worda 
BABL  OP  aiL-  of  common  styje,  and  are  only  employed  to  pre- 

V.  vent  the  former  security  from  being  impaired. 
ham"  TON.  Pleaded  for  the  Respondent  :—A^  to  the  first  find- 
ing,— there  is  nothing  more  certain  in  the  law  of 
Scotland,  than  that  lands  purchased  by  a  person  in 
which  he  has  died  infeft,  and  which  contain  no  par- 
ticular destination,  devolve  to  the  heir  of  conquest. 

The  Sd,  Sd,  and  4th  findings,  proceed  upon 
the  same  principles.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  the 
elder  brother,  as  heir  of  conquest,  succeeds  to  his 
immediate  younger  brother  in  all  real  and  heritable 
estate  which  the  younger  brother  has  acquired  or 
purchased — ^not  only  in  lands,  but  in  all  such  other 
rights,  whereupon  infeftment  has  fdlowed  or  may 
follow.  This  is  the  opinion  of  Craig,  Hope,  Stair, 
Mackenzie,  and  others,  and  there  are  various  de^ 
dsions  to  the  same  effect,  Robertson  v.  Lord  Hal- 
kertoun,  7th  July  1675,  (Mor.  5605)  A.  v.  B. 
gist  July  1676,  (5608)  A.  v.  B.  29th  Feb.  1677, 
(5608)  Andersons,  28th  June  I677,  (5609)  Credi- 
tors  of  Menzies,  8th  Dec.  I7S8,  (5614.) 

It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  this  distinction  be- 
tween heirs  of  line  and  heirs  of  conquest  was  in- 
troduced by  Quon.  attach.  It  was  introduced  by 
custom,  and  not  by  statute ;  and  indeed  it  is  so 
stated  in  a  former  part  of  that  work ;  but  the  book 
itself  was  never  considered  as  authentic,  or  entitled 
to  legal  authority.  It  was  never  received  as  a  col- 
lection of  Scots  statutes,  and  has  only  been  re^ 
garded  as  containing  notices  of  some  ancient  cus- 
toms. 

There  are  a  variety  of  instances  where  the 
brieves  issuing  out  of  the  chancery  of  Scotland, 
direct  the  Sheriffs  or  Bailies  to  serve  tlie  persons 
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heirs  of  conquest  in  genend,  and  they  are  so  re-       ^^^' 
toured.     This  shows  that  the  heir  of  conquest  is  "^^^  ©^  ^^^ 

KIRK 

entitled  to  heritable  rights  on  which  infeftment  has 

not  followed.  ^^"  ^' 

HAMILTON. 

With  regard  to  the  lands  and  heritable  bonds 
conveyed  in  trust, — ^the  beneficial  interest  in  these 
must  go  to  the  same  person  to  whom  the  lands,  if 
directly  conveyed,  would  have  gone.  Had  the 
£arl  taken  these  rights  in  his  own  name,  they  must 
have  gone  to  the  Duke  as  heir  of  conquest,  and 
taking  them  in  the  name  of  trustees  does  not  alter 
the  nature  of  the  estate ;  and  as  the  estate  goes  to 
the  heir  of  conquest,  he,  and  he  only,  is  entitled 
to  bring  an  action  to  have  them  conveyed  to  him. 

With  regard  to  that  part  of  the  6th  finding  which 
determines  that  the  bonds  of  corroboration  do  not 
alter  the  nature  of  the  original  heritable  bond, — ^al- 
though  the  late  Earl  thought  fit  to  take  a  new 
bond  for  payment  of  all  the  money  due,  this  by  no 
means  altered  the  nature  of  the  original  bonds, 
which  are  heritable,  and  contain  clauses  of  infeft- 
ment, and  undoubtedly  go  to  the  heir  of  conquest. 
The  only  design  of  taking  such  new  bonds  was  to 
convert  the  interest  into  a  principal  sum.  The 
bonds  accordingly  bear  to  be  '  without  prgudice 
^  or  innovation  oi  the  former  securities,*  and  it 
would  therefore  be  contrary  to  the  express  words,  as 
well  as  to  the  plain  intention  of  the  parties,  to  make 
these  bonds  alter  the  succession  of  the  original  he** 
ritable  bonds. 

ON  THE  CROSS  APPEAL. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant^  (the  Duke  qfHamU. 
tonJi-^As  to  the  last  part  of  the  sixth  finding, — ^as 
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i7io.      the  bonds  seduding  executors,  weie  purchased  by 

lARL  or  flEL-  the  late  Earl,  and  are  made  heritable  by  ^toMe, 

^^^^      they  ought  to  go  to  die  prefer  heir  ia  acquired 

DUKE  OP    heritable  rights,  the  heir  of  conquest    The  bonds 

"•■""■  of  odr^b^o  ■«  »bo  ia  tli  ««e  wv  «o»- 
quest  and  heritable,  and  moreoiver  thie  sums  u 
them  are  made  accessory  to  the  original  capital 
sums,  which  have  iieen  found  to  devidve  to  the 
heir  of  <^onquest»  and  these  ought  also  to  I^ve 
been  found  to  devolve  upon  the  same  heir. 

As  to  the  objection  that  the  heir  of  conquest  is 
only  entitled  to  lands  and  such  heritable  subjects, 
upon  vHbich  infefhnent  either  has  f<dk>wed  or  may 
follow,— it  is  answered,  that  in  die  cases  of  heir* 
ship  moveables,  tacks,  kc.  which  are  either  ge- 
nerally moveable,  or  not  of  a  permanent  nature, 
these  have  not  been  held  to  &II  under  conquest, 
being  taken  ap  without  service;  whereas  in  the 
case  of  bonds  secluding  exiecutors — ^these  being  ren- 
dered heritable  by  statute-^  service  is  necessary, 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  ^the  cade  of  bonds  bear* 
ing  a  clause  of  infeftment,  and  of  consequence  go 
likewise  to  the  heir  of  conquest 

As  td  the  8th  and  9th  findings,  with  regard  to 
the  lands  of  Balgray  and  Moss  Casdie, — ^those  be^ 
ing  purchased  by  the  late  Earl,  and  the  destina- 
tion to  them  to  his  hdrs  and  assignees,  ought,  as 
well  as  the  other  conquest  estate,  to  descend  to  the 
heir  of  conquest 

The  superiori^,  (the  entailed  estate,)  ttid  the 
property  of  those  lands,  were,  by  the  feus  and  sub- 
feus  which  had  been  made^  cbinpletely  separate 
estates.  They  were  as  much  separated  from  the  en- 
tailed estate  as  any  other  lands  could  be ;  and  as 
such,  the  Earl  took  the  rights  to  himself,  his  heirs. 
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mA  amgaeeo,  and  uot  to  ft©  hm^  «f  the  eotwleil      i74o. 
estate. — As  to  the  proper^  of  ti^^  lands  of  fi^lgsrays  ^^^^  ^  ^^- 
this  was  not  united  to  the  superiority  at  the  time  of      ^^^ 
the  Earl's  death,  the  procuratiHy  of  resignatioQ  not    ^^^  ^^ 
having  bemi  executed,  and  tberefiH-e  must;  descend 


as  a  new  purchase  to  the  hair  of  conquest 

With  regard  to  the  property  of  Mo^  Casde,  al- 
though resignation  had  followed*  there  iaa  diferwce 
between  the  case  of  the  property  returning  to  the 
superior  by  any  feudal  casualty,  and  the  caae  of  a 
voluntary  agreement  like  the  present,  where  the 
superior  purchases  back  the  feu«  In  the  first  ca3e» 
the  union  is  abaolute,  and  the  property  (the  subal« 
tern  right)  must  descend  according  to  tjbe  deetina^ 
tion  of  the  superiority ;  but,  in  the  other  caae»  ^^i- 
though  the  superior  has  united  the  property  with 
the  superiority,  he  rotaind  the  same  power  over  his 
purchase  as  before  the  union,  and  having  taken 
the  purchase  to  his  heirs  and  a3signees,  and  not  to 
the  heir  of  the  superiority,  it  must  also  desomd  to 
the  heir  of  conquest 

With  regard  to  the  tithes  of  the  entiled  estates, 
similar  arguments  ajqply,  viz.  that  aa  tithes  of  landa 
are,  by  the  law,  deemed  a  separate  eatttbe  from  the 
lands  themselves,  and  carried  by  separate  titles, 
and  as  the  tithes  in  question  were  purchased  by  tjie 
late  Earl,  and  taken  to  him  and  his  heirs  male  what- 
soever, and  not  to  the  heir  of  the  entailed  estate, 
they  nJiust  descend  to  the  heir  of  cpn^quest 

Fieaded  ^  the  Bespoudwi,  (ike  Eurl  ^SeU 
UrkJ : — Bonds  secluding  executors,  as  they  con- 
tain no  obligation  to  infeft,  are  only  heritable  by 
the  destination  of  the  proprietor :  the  succession 
to  them  is  well  known  and  ascertained  in  the  law 


280    CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAMO. 

1740.       of  Scotland,  and  they  cannot,  in  any  shape,  faB 
cjkRL  OF  8EL.  lUider  the  denomination  of  conquest 

"^"^  As  to  the  last  part  of  the  sixth  jSnding, — ^if  no 

DUKE  OP  bond  of  corroboration  had  been  taken,  the  arrears  of 
interest  would,  without  doubt,  have  gone  to  the 
executors;  and  it  appears  absurd  to  say,  that 
they  are  made  descendible  to  the  heirs  of  con- 
quest, by  being  included  in  a  bond  which  has  al- 
ways been  held  as  descendible  to  the  heir  of  line. 

As  to  the  fifth  and  ninth  finding, — it  was  clearly 
the  Earl's  intention  to  consolidate  the  property 
with  the  superiority ;  and,  in  the  case  of  Balgray, 
this  was  formally  done.  The  procuratories  of  re- 
signation are  not  in  the  usual  foim,  but  are  taken 
in  such  terms  that  the  lands  should  remain  with^ 
and  be  jmerged  in  the  superiori^,  and  of  conse- 
quence descend  to  the  heirs  of  the  superiority. 

As  to  the  tenth  finding, — ^the  estate  of  Crawford 
Lyndsay  being  limited  by  settlement  to  the  heirs 
male  of  the  late  Earl,  whereby  it  was  admitted  that 
the  present  Earl  must  inherit  the  same ;  and  the 
teinds  being  in  like  manner  limited  to  the  late  EarPs 
heirs  male,  it  must  be  the  same  heir  male  who  suc- 
ceeds to  both. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  '^  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
^^iTio!^'  "  judged,  that  the  several  interlocutors  complained 
"  of  be  affirmed." 

For  Appellants,  Ch.  Areskine^  W.  Murray. 
For  ResDondents.  W.  Hamilton,  Alex.  LoiMart. 
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17i0. 


LOKD  GAA* 
NOCK»  &C. 

George,  Viscount  Garnock,  etaUi,  Appellants ;  ^• 

Earl  of  Glasgow,  et  aUi^      -    -      Bespandents.  glasoowAc 

l%ih  April,  1740. 

TaiIiZib,— A€T  1665,  c.  22.— The  aet  1685,  respecting  the  re« 
gifltration  <^  entails,  applies  as  well  to  entaik  made  prior,  as 
to  those  made  subsequent  to  its  date. 

The  fetters  of  an  unregistered  entail  not  having  been  inserted 
in  the  rights  and  infeftments  of  an  heir,  although  referred  to 
generally,  are  ineffectual  against  the  creditors  of  the  heir. 


[^Elchies  voce  Tailzie,  No.  7*3 


Tills  case  arose  out  of  the  reservation  contained  in  No.  55. 
the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  ques- 
tion between  John,  Master  of  Garnock,  and  his 
tutor,  and  Patrick,  Viscount  of  Garnock,  and  his 
creditors.     (No.  84,  supra.') 

Viscount  Patrick,  (the  respondent  in  the  former 
case,)  possessed  the  estate  until  his  death,  without 
inserting  in  his  tities  the  fetters  of  the  entail,  and 
was  succeeded  by  his  eldest  son.  Viscount  Jphn^ 
who  made  up  tities  to  the  estate,  without  serving 
heir  to  his  father. 

The  creditors  both  of  Viscount  Patrick  and  of 
his  father,  then  brought  an  action  of  declarator 
against  Viscount  John,  and  the  other  heirs  of  en- 
tail, to  have  it  found  that  the  entail  was  not  efiect- 
ual  against  them.  The  defences  were  the  same  as 
those  pleaded  in  the  former  action. 
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17*0'  The  Lord  Ordinary,  (10th  February,  1736,)  re- 

lew  GAB-    pelled  the  defences,  **  and  sustained  the  declara^ 

MACK     CTTi*. 

v'         "  tor,  at  the  instance  of  those  creditors  whose 

^^^^  ^'a.  "  debts  were  contracted  after  the  date  of  the  act 

<<  1685,  by  the  heirs  whose  retours  and  infeftnieiits 

"  did  not  expressly  ooutain  the  prohibitory,  irri- 

**  tant,  and  resolutive  clauses  contained  in  the  en- 

«  tail."    And  the  Court  adhered,  (July  15, 1786.) 

Entered  Upon  tile  deatii  of  Viscount  John,  an  appeal  was 

Feb.  6, 1739-  jjjj.Q^gjj|.  ^y  j^jg  brother.  Viscount  George,  and  his 

tutoi^  from  these  interlocutors  of  the  10th  of  Feb- 
ruary, and  15th  of  July,  1736. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellants: — 1.  As  the  infeftments 
of  Viscount  John  and  Viscount  Patrick  contained 
a  general  reference  to  the  fetters  of  the  entail,  this 
ought  to  be  as  effectual  as  the  actual  verbatim  in- 
sertion of  them,  because  third  parties  were  thereby 
sufficiently  informed  of  their  existence,  and  ought 
to  have  been  upon  their  guard. 

2.  The  act  1685  could  only  have  been  intended 
to  regulate  entails  made  subsequent  to  the  date  of  - 
it :  for  there  are  no  directions  contained  in  it  re- 
lative to  entails  which  were  in  existence  at  the 
time. 

Pleaded  for  the  JRespandents : — 1.  The  words 
of  the  act  are  express,  and  apply  to  all  entails  what- 
soever, viz.  That  the  omission  of  the  necessary 
clauses  in  the  rights  of  the  succeeding  heirs  shall 
import  a  contravention  against  the  heir  so  omit- 
ting, **  but  shall  not  nulitate  against  creditors  and 
^*  singular  successors  contracting  bona  fide  with 
"  such  heir.'* 

2.  If  there  were  any  doubt  whether  the  act  1685 
had  a  retrospective  effect,  it  would  be  cleared  up 
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by  the  act  1690,  c.  33,  which  enacts,  "  that  no       >7^ 

*  heirs  of  entail,  in  infeftments,  or  other  deeds  lord  gae- 

*  affected  with  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolutive    ^^^ll 

*  clauses,  in  case  of  cotltravention  of  this  provision,     ^^^  ®' 
<  shall  be  prejudged  by  the  forfeiture  of  his  pre- 

*  decessor,  promdhg  Mtf  right  of  taHiie  be  regis- 

*  tttOe^  emf^ftm  tb  the  actqfParUametU  1685/'  A& 
this  statute  applies  generally  to  aU  entails,  whether 
prior  or  subsequent  to  the  act  1685,  and  yet  does 
not  protect  those  which  are  not  registered  accord- 
ing to  that  act,  it  shows  that  all  entails,  without  re- 
gard to  their  being  made  prior  or  subsequent  to 
the  act,  must  be  registered  conformably  to  it. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be, 
**  and  is  hereby  dismissed  tiiis  House,  and  that  the 
**  said  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinaiy,  and  the 
**  said  adherence  thereto  by  the  Lords  of  Session 
**  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed.'* 

For  Appellants,  Ch.  Areskine,  W.  HdmUton. 
For  Respondents,  Alex.  Lochharty  W.  Murray. 
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1740. 


LORD 
ABBOTHNOT 
V 


John,  Lord  Viscount  of  Arbuth-  J 
•FOTTiswooD.     jjTQT  and  Others,  Creditors  ^^y  jip^^Hants  • 

William     Morison,    late    ofC      ^ 
Prestongrange,  Esq,  deceased,   ^ 
John  Spottiswood  of  Spottiswood,  Be^pmdent. 

22d  April,  1740. 

Rb8  Judicata.— An  extracted  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session 
in  fJEiYOur  of  a  pursuer  not  held  to  be  res  Judicata,  on  the 
ground  of  its  having  been  obtained  by  collusion  on  the  part 
of  the  defender. 


No.  56.  Henry  Morison  conveyed,  by  an  ex  Jade  absolute 
assignation,  certain  bonds  and  securities  to  the 
late  Sir  Alexander  Morison  of  Prestongrange.  Of 
the  same  date.  Sir  Alexander  granted  a  badc-bond, 
declaring  that  the  object  of  the  assignation  was  to 
relieve  .him  from  an  obligation  he  had  entered  into 
jointly  with  Henry  Morison  for  the  payment  of 
certain  annuities,  and  he  boimd  himself,  upon  the 
death  of  the  annuitant,  or  upon  being  freed  from 
the  obligation,  to  pay  back  the  sums  contained  in 
the  bonds  assigned. 

It  was  provided  in  a  marginal  note,  that  in  case 
Henry  Morison  had  no  heirs  of  his  own  body,  the 
said  settlement  should  operate  only  to  secure  pay- 
ment to  Henry  Morison,  or  his  assignees,  of  one 
half  of  the  sums  so  assigned.  This  note  was 
signed  by  Sir  A.  Morison,  but  it  was  not  attested, 
nor  did  it  mention  the  writer's  name  or  designa- 
tion, nor  was  reference  made,  in  the  body  of  the 
deed,  to  this  ad(Ution. 
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Henry  Morison  had  no  heirs  of  his  body ;  but  he       ^^^' 
conveyed  to  John  Spottiswood  in  March  I7OI,       ^^*^ 
(the  father  of  the  respondent,)  all  his  estates,  both         «. 
real  and  personal,  and  inter  alia,  the  back-bond  "**^^"^*^^'*' 
above-mentioned.   After  Henry  Morison's  death, 
his  assignee,  John  Spottiswood,  (July  1701>)  raised 
an  action  against  William  Morison,  the  son  of  Sir 
Alexander  Morison,   for  payment    of  the  above 
sums,  with  interest.       The  libel,   however,  was 
restricted  pro  loca  et   tempore,  to   the  sum    of 
10,000  merks;   the  pursuer  admitting  that   one 
half  did  belong  to  the  said  WiUiam  Morison. 

In  defence,  William  Morison  pleaded  that  his 
father  had  made  regular  payments  of  the  annuities, 
many  of  the  vouchers  of  which  he  alleged  were  in 
his  possession  j  and  that,  in  virtue  of  the  back- 
bond, the  half  of  the  sums  belonging  to  him  was  in- 
tended to  be  free  of  all  deductions. 

John  Spottiswood  then  insisted  that  the  condi- 
tion in  the  back-bond,  not  being  contained  in  the 
body  of  the  deed,  but  added  in  a  marginal  note, 
which  was  defective  in  the  statutory  solemnities, 
was  therefore  null  and  void ;  and  he  claimed  the 
whole  sums  contained  in  the  libel.  Considerable 
delay  took  place,  and  the  first  decision  upon  the 
effect  of  the  marginal  note  was  not  pronounced 
till  the  year  1719,  when  the  Lord  Ordinary  found 
(25th  November,)  *  that  the  marginal  note  in  the 
<  back-bond  not  being  signed  by  the  witnesses,  it 
*  cannot  be  probative.'  Willliam  Morison  reclaim- 
ed, and  pleaded  that,  as  it  had  been  produced  by 
the  pursuer  himself^  he  could  not  be  allowed  to 
claim  under  the  deed,  and  reject  the  condition. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  adhered,  (January  26,  I72O.) 
and  sustained  the  nuUity  of  the  note  ;  but  super- 
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>y^       sededgiiHiiig  judgment  upon  the  other  poiat^-^ow 

LOBB       f^  the  pursuer  couJkl  be  allowed  to  make  that  oh- 

t^        jection,  in  regard  the  hadc**bond  had  been  pro- 
^poTTuwooD.  j^^gd  by  himself. 

In  17^4»  the  case  having  come  before  another 
Lord  Ordinary,  a  decree  in  abdence  was  pronounc- 
ed fixr  the  whole  sums  contained  in  the  libel. 

William  Morison  represented,  and  answm^ 
wexe  given  in,  and  the  case  having  been  called  in 
Court,  and  the  defender's  counsel  having  declined 
to  debate,  the  Lord  Ordinary  adhered,  and  the 
decree  was  extracted* 

Thereafter,  Mr.  Spottiswood  obtained  a  decree 
of  adjudication  in  absence,  and  he  afterwards  as- 
signed these  decrees^  and  the  sums  contained  in 
them,  to  his  son  John  Spottiswood,  (the  respond- 
ent) William  Morison  having  become  bankrupt, 
other  decrees  of  adjudication  were  obtained  by 
creditors,  among  whom  were  the  appeUants,  who 
instituted  an  action  of  ranking  and  sale  of  the 
debtor's  estate.      In  this  process  all  the  creditors 

appeared. 

The  respondent  produced  his  decrees  of  consti- 
tution and  adjudication,  and  insisted  for  the  whole 
sums  contained  in  the  bond. 

The  other  creditors  (the  appeUants)  objected  tp 
the  decrees,  as  obtained  by  collusion;  and  in- 
sisted, (inter  alia,)  upon  the  effect  of  the  mar- 
ginal note. 

The  respondent  answered,  Ist,  that  this  mas- 
ginal  note  was  in  itself  null  and  void ;  and,  Sdly, 
that  the  question  with  regard  to  its  validity  was 
res  judicata  by  the  interlocutor  of  the  26th  Janu- 
ary 1720. 

The  appellants  replied,  1st,  that  the  marginal 
note  was  evidently  written  by  the  same  person 
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who  wrote  tfie  body  of  the  back-bond^  atid  was  -    ^^^' 


LORD 


signed  by  Sir  A.  Morison,  and  the  witnesses  to  ^^r^uthnot 
the  deed  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  witness-  ^' 
es  also  to  the  note.  Sdly,  That  the  respondent 
could  not  challenge  the  conditions  contained  in  . 
his  own  title  -,  besides,  his  father  had  admitted  the 
validity  of  the  marginal  note  in  the  original  pro- 
cessy  and  this  admission  could  not  now  be  retract- 
ed ;  and, 

Sdly,  That  there  could  be  no  res  judicata^  as  the 
decree  was  pronounced  in  absence,  and  must  have 
been  obtained  by  collusion  j  the  debtor's  counsel 
having  declined  to  debate* 

The  Lord  Ordinary  sustained  the  objection  to 
the  marginal  note,  (12th  January  1734.) 

Afterwards,  upon  advising  a  representation  and 
answers,  the  Lord  Ordinary  reported  the  case  to 
the  Lords,    who   found,  (23d  November  1734,) 

<  that  the  question  with  respect  to  the  marginal 

<  note  was  res  judicata.^ 

Their  Lordships  afterwards  adhered,  (9th  Janu- 
ary 1735,)  and  the  Lord  Ordinary  found,  (28th 
November,)  that  the  adjudication  subsisted  for  the 
whole  sums  contained  in  the  bond. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the  12th  January  1734,  23d  November  1734,  Fe^-^^.i^sp. 
and  9th  January,  and  28th  November  1735. 

After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  declared  that  the  Judgment, 
"  question  with  respect  to  Sir  A.  Morison  of  Pres-  f  ^.^^"^' 
'<  tongrange's  back^^bond  ought  not  to  be  deemed 
«  resjudkaia^  by  reason  of  certain  circumstances 
^*  of  collusion  appearing  in  some  of  the  proceed- 
**  ings  in  the  former  case  :  and  it  is  therefore,  or- 
"  dered  and  adjudged  that  the  several  interlocu- 
"  tors  complained  of  be,  and  they  are  hereby  re- 
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i7io.       *^  versed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said 

LORD       "  Lords  of  Session  are  to  proceed  to  determine 

ARBBUTHNOT  <<  tQuchuig  tfac  Validity  of  the  marginal  note  on 

BFOTTiswoos.  «  the  sald  back-bond,  and  the  merits  of  this  cause» 

<'  in  such  a  manner  as  shall  be  just/' 

For  the  Appellants,  Wm.  HandUon^  Alexander 

Lockhart, 
For  the  Respondent,    Charles  AreskiMe,    ffl 

Murray. 

When  the  case  was  afterwards  brought  before  the  Court  of  See* 
sion  in  consequence  of  the  above  judgment^  their  Lordships  found, 
*'  that  the  marginal  note  was  good  against  the  user."  (Kilk.  p.  606, 
Brown's  Supp.  V.  p.  709.) 


Patrick  Davidson  of  Woodmiln,  Appellant ; 
Alexander  Watson  of  Glentarkie,  BespondejU. 

^th  December^  1740* 

Pbbscriptiok. — ^AcT  1579>  c.  83. — Found  that  the  act  does 
not  apply  to  actions  for  the  aliment  of  minors. 

f Clerk  HomCj  No.  135;  Kilkerran^  p.  415;   Mor.  Diet,  p, 

1 1077 ;  Brown's  Supp.  V.  p.  200.] 

No.  57.  Alexander  Watson  of  Glentarkie  had  issue  by 
Jean,  his  wife,  one  daughter,  Margaret  Failing 
her  and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  he  settled  his  estate 
upon  Alexander  Watson  the  respondent  (second 
son  of  Watson  of  Aithemie,)  and  he  appointed 
Aithemie  tutor  to  his  daughter. 
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Upon  the  death  of  Glentarlde,  his  widow  inter-       ^^^- 
inanied  with  Patrick  Davidson,  and  Margaret  the    datidbon 
infant  lived  in  their  family,  and  was  alimented  by    watson. 
them  till  her  death.     She  died  in  minority. 

The  succession  to  the  landed  estate  then  opened 
to  the  respondent ;  and  Athernie,  as  his  tutor  in 
law,  granted  a  bond  in  fiivour  of  Patrick  Davidson 
for  4000  merks  as  the  aliment  due  for  Margaret 
Watson  at  Whitsunday  17S4. 

In  17dOf  Davidson  assigned  this  bond  to  his 
son  (the  appellant,)  and  a  bond  of  corroboration 
was  granted  in  his  favour  by  Athernie  and  the  re- 
spondent, then  a  minor. 

In  I7S5,  the  respondent  being  then  of  age,  an 
action  was  raised  against  him  for  payment  of  these 
bonds,  and  he,  on  the  other  hand,  instituted  an 
action  of  reduction  of  them  on  the  head  of  minority 
and  lesion. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (10th  February  I7S7,)  «  re- 
*'  pdled  the  reasons  of  reduction ;  the  bond  in- 
**  ferring  no  lesion,  in  respect  it  was  granted  for 
'<  aliment  of  Margaret  Watson  whom  the  respond- 
"  ent  represented*'^ 

But  the  Court,  upon  advising  a  petition  and  an- 
swers, (6th  December  1738,)  altered  this  interlo- 
cutor, and  *'  sustained  the  reasons  of  reduction, 

*  and  reduced  the  said  bond,  and  bond  of  corro- 
'  boration,  and  decerned,  reserving  to  the  appelant 

*  to  insist  against  the  heir  or  executor  of  the  minor 

*  (Margaret  Watson)  for  aliment  and  education  as 

*  accords.' 

An  action  was  then  instituted  against  the  re- 
spondent for  aliment  from  1715  to  Whitsunday 
1724.     The  defence  was,  that  the  debt  being  fur 

VOL.  I.  u 
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1740.  aliment,  was  prescribed  by  the  6th  of  James  VI. 
"il^ii^^i^r  establishing  the  triennial  prescription. 
WATSON.  The  appellant  answered,  that  the  debt  did  not 
fall  under  the  particulars  specified  in  the  act  of 
Parliament;  the  cases  provided  for  being  those 
of  debts  that  are  in  use  to  be  paid  in  ready 
money,  which  cannot  be  said  of  Uie  aliment  of 
minors. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  *  found  (4th  January  1739) 

*  the  bond  bearing  to  be  granted  on  account  of  the 

*  cedents  having  alimented,  and  otherwise  disburs- 

*  ed  upon  the  education  of  the  deceased  Margaret 

*  Watson  from  Whitsunday  1715  to  Whitsunday 

*  1724;  the  assignation  to  the  bond  implies  an  asfflg- 
'  nation  to  all  the  claima  competent  to  the  cedent 

<  against  the  granter  of  the  bond  for  tlie  said  aliment 

*  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  in  the  bond ;  and  tbere- 

*  fore,  notwithstanding  the  bond  is  reduced  by  the 

*  respondent  on  the  head  of  minority  and  lesion, 

<  sustained  the  pursuer's  title,   and  repelled  the 

<  defence  of  the  triennial  prescripticm,  in  re3pect 

*  of  the  reply,   and  found  the  defender  liable,  re- 

*  serving  to  him  to  be  heard  on  the  modification 

<  of  the  sum  due.'  But  the  Court,  upon  advising 
a  petition  and  answers,  found  (l6th  November 
17^90  '  that  the  aliment  of  the  minor  did  fiill  un- 

*  der  the  triennial  prescription.'* 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  inteiiocutors 

Dec.  7, 17S9.  ^f  ^^c  6th  December  1738,  and  l6th  November 

1739. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — ^The  aliment  being 

admitted,  Margaret  Watson  was  debtor  for  the 

*  '*  It  being  thought  unreasonable  and  contrary  to  the  geniua  of 
"  the  law  that  a  minor  should  be  less  privileged  than  a  migor.** 
Kilk.  p.  415. 
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amount,  and  upon  her  death,  both  her  heir  and       i74o. 
executor  were  liable,  and  the  creditor  might  mate    davwson 
his  demand  against  either.  wat'son. 

The  respondent,  the  heir,  might  have  been  com- 
pelled to  pay ;  and  therefore  it  was  of  advantage 
to  him  that  the  bond  was  granted,  and  he  cannot 
now  challenge  it  on  the  head  of  lesion; 

The  case  does  not  faU  under  the  triennial  pre-' 
scription.  That  is  founded,  in  the  oases  specified, 
on  the  presumption  of  payment  in  ready  money 
and  without  receipt,  whereas  the  presumption  is, 
that  minors  have  no  money  to  pay,  and  their  tu- 
tors and  curators  never  do  pay  without  taking  a 
receipt  to  serve  as  a  voucher  in  settling  their  ac^ 
counts  with  their  ward.  , 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — The  respondent 
was  lesed  by  the  bond  in  question,  because  it  de- 
barred him  from  challenging  Jean  Watson's  intro- 
missions with  the  estate,  which  were  more  than 
sufficient  to  pay  the  aliment  of  Margaret,  and  be- 
cause it  cut  off  his  right  of  relief  against  the  exe- 
cutor, the  proper  heir  in  the  debt. 

The  plea  of  prescription  is  supported  by  the 
words  of  the  act,  which  apply  to  aU  aliments,  with- 
out distinction,  between  the  case  of  minors  and 
that  of  majors ;  and  indeed  in  matters  of  prescrip- 
tion, the  former  is  more  favoured  than  the  latter. 

Aftei:  hearing  counsel,    "  it  is   ordered  and  Judgment, 
"  adjudged,  that  in  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  i^"""^' '' 
"  6th   December  I7S8,   after  the  words,  (*  said 
"  bond  of  corroboration,*)  these -words  be  inserted 

*  (so  far  as  the  same  do  establish  a  certain  11- 

*  quidated  debt  of  four  thousand  merks   with 
'  interest  against  the  respondents  ;*)  "  and  that 

"  at   the    end    of   the    said    interlocutor,    these 
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*^  words  be  added,  C  ^^^  that  the  said  bond,  and 
DAViBsoN  <i «  bond  of  coTFoboration  do  stand  as  securities  in 
wATsoK.  "  <  what  shall  be  found  justly  due  for  such  aliment 
*<  ^  and  educaticm ;')  and  that  the  said  interlocutor, 
*<  with  these  additions  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
**  affirmed  $  and  it  is  farther  ordered  and  adjudged, 
"  that  in  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of 
**  the  4th  January  1739  after  the  words  (^  on  the 
<  head  of  minority  and  lesion,')  these  words  be 
inserted,  (*  so  far  as  the  same  estaUi^es  a  cer- 
<<  <  tain  liquidated  debt  of  font*  thousand  merks, 
<^  <  with  interest  against  the  respondent,')  and  that 
<<  in  the  same  interlocutor,  instead  of  these  words, 
("  *  reserving  to  him  to  be  heard,*)  these  words  be. 
<<  inserted,  (<  reserving  to  both  parties  to  be  heard  ;*) 
<<  and  at  the  end  of  the  said  interlocutor  these 
**  words  be  added,  (*  and  reserving  to  the  respond- 
<<  *  ent  the  benefit  of  any  compensation  or  dis- 
'<  <  charge  arising  from  any  intromissicms  by  t^atrick 
'<  <  Davidson,  the  s^pellant'^  father,  or  Jean  Wat- 
<<  <  son  his  wife,  with  Margaret  Watson  the  minor^s 
<<  <  effects,')  and  that  with  this  variation  and  these 
«  additions,  the  said  interlocutor  be,  and  the  same 
<<  is  hereby  affirmed*  And  it  is  further  likewise 
**  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said  interlocutor 
<<  of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  the  l6th  November 
<<  17S9»  in  the  said  appeal  complained  of  be,  and 
"  the  same  is  hereby  reversed.** 


For  Appellant,  JF.  HamUttm;^  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondent,  W.  Noel,  A.  H.  CampbelL 


\ 
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KOBEftTSON 
V. 


Thomas  Robertson,      -        -        -    Appellant ;    "n^^JJ"^?.b^ 
George  Marquis  of  Annaiidale,^ 

the    Earl    and    Countess    ofC  Respondents. 

Hopetoun,        -  -  -    J 

10^  December^  1749. 

Fbescription. — Act  1579*  c.  83. — Circumstances  under  which 

a  daim  for  servants'  wages  was  found  to  be  prescribed. 
Found  that  that  term  of  prescription  is  to  be  applied  which  is 

recogpised  by  the  law  of  the  debtor's  domicile^  in  (^position 

to  that  of  the  locus  contractus. 


Thomas  Robertson,  (the  appellant,)  while  in  £ng-  No.  58. 
land,  entered  into  the  service  of  James  Marquis  of 
Annandale  (then  Lord  Johnston)  in  August  1717» 
as  his  Lordship  was  going  upon  his  travels }  £uid 
remained'  with  him  abroad  until  the  year  1721. 
He  then  went  down  to  Scotland  with  the  Marquis, 
and  remained  with  him  till  the  year  17St>9  when 
be  left  his  service,  and  went  abroad. 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  had  been  any 
agreement  between  the  parties,  as  to  the  wages,  or 
salary  to  be  paid  to  the  appellant ;  or  that  there 
had  been  any  settlement  of  their  mutual  accounts. 
As  to  the  capacity  in  which  the  appellant  had  been 
employed,  he  maintained  that  it  was  as  a  private 
secretary }  and  the  respondents  admitted  that,  al- 
though a  domestic  servant,  he  had  kept  his  Lord- 
ship's accounts  and  received  and  laid  out  his  money. 

By  a  writing  executed  on  the  14th  November 
1724,  the  Marquis  desired,  that  at  the  first  term 
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^740.      after  his  death,  half  a  year's  wages  more  than  what 


ROBEBTsoN  was  due  to  them,  should  be  paid  to  all  his  servants, 
MARQuisap  s^d  to  the  said  Thomas  Robertson  50  guineas. 


ANNAN] 


NDALE,  Qygj.  and  above.  At  the  time  that  the  appellant 
left  his  service,  the  Marquis  also  gave  him  a  pro- 
missory note  fof  2000  merks. 

The  Marquis  died  in  1730,  whereupon  the  ap- 
pellant brought  an  action  against  the  respondents, 
his  executors,  for  payment,  1st,  Of  L.1780  as 
his  salary,  at  the  rate  of  L.200  a  year.  2dly,  Of 
the  half-year's  wages  provided  for  by  the  writing 
of  the  14th  November  1724.  Sdly,  Of  the  50 
guineas  contained  in  the  same  writing.  And, 
4thly,  of  the  sum  contained  in  the  promissory 
note. 

Marquis  George  as  heir  of  entail,  appeared,  and 
was  made  a  party  to  the  addon. 

The  Commissaries  found,  (9th  November  1739,) 
^*  That  the  first  claim  for  wages  was  prescribed  by 
**  the  6th  of  James  VI.  cap.  83.  That  the  dona- 
**  tion  of  a  half-year's  wages  more  than  was  due, 
*^  contained  in  the  writing  of  1724r,  could  only 
respect  those  servants  who  were  in  the  service 
of  the  Marquis  at  the  time  of  his  death  ;  and  as 
the  pursuer  had  left  his  service  some  time  be- 
*^  fore  this  event,  he  had  no  right  to  it  But  they 
<'  sustained  tiie  legacy  of  50  guineas,  and  also  the 
*^  claim  for  the  2000  merks  contained  in  the  pro- 
"  missory  note.*' 

Robertson  presented  a  bill  of  advocation,  upon 

advising  which  with  answers,  the  Lord  Ordinary 

refused  the  bill,  (19th  December  1739,)  and  the 

Court  adhered  (dd  January  1740.) 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  those  parts  of  the 

Jan.  25, 1 740.  interlocutor  of  the  Commissaries,  which  found. 
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that  the  claim  for  wages  was  prescribed,  and  that       ^^^^' 
the  appellant  had  no  right  to  the  half-year's  wages  ;  robertson 
and  also  from  the  above  interlocutors  of  the  19th  marquis  of 
December  1739,  and  3d  January  1740.  annandale. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — ^The  services  being 
admitted,  and  payment  not  being  alleged,  it  is  rea- 
sonable (although  the  appellant  cannot  prove  any 
particular  agreement)  that  he  should  receive  such 
remuneration  as  is  usually  given  to  persons  acting 
in  the  situation  in  which  be  was  placed.  A  settle- 
ment between  the  Marquis  and  appellant,  during 
the  life  of  the  former,  was  prevented  by  various 
circumstances. 

2.  The  act  establishing  the  triennial  prescription, 
cannot  properly  affect  this  case,  being  only  intend- 
ed for  the  meaner  sort  of  servants,  upon  a  pre- 
sumption that  they  would  not,  and  could  not,  sub- 
sist so  long  without  their  wages  :  but  though  this 
case  were  comprehended  in  the  act,  its  operation 
is  avoided  by  the  writing  in  1724  acknowledging 
that  wages  were  then  due. 

3.  The  agreement  between  the  late  Marquis 
and  the  appellant  was  entered  into  in  London,  and 
must  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  England,  by 
which,  actions  of  this  nature  are  not  barred  with- 
in less  than  six  years,  whereas  the  present  action 
was  raised  within  four  years  after  the  service  was 
ended. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents : — ^The  act  of  Par- 
liament makes  no  distinction  between  servants  of 
a  higher  or  lower  denomination  ;  but  enacts, 
**  that  actions  of  debt,  servant's  fees,  &c.  not 
*^  founded  on  written  obligations,  be  pursued  with- 
"  in  three  years,  otherwise  the  creditors  shall  have 
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y^'      "  no  action,  except  he  prove  by  writ  or  by  oath  of 

KOBERTSON      «  partV*** 

uARQuis  OF      The  writing  in  17^4  does  not  even  imply  that 
ANNANDALB.  fj^^j^^  y^gyg  ^ny  wdgcs  due  in  1726,  nearly  two 

years  after  the  time  when  the  appellant  quitted  the 
Marquis'  service.  The  presumption  is,  and  must 
be,  that  all  the  wages  due  to  the  appellant  were 
paid,  as  he  made  no  demand  till  after  the  Marquis' 
death. 
Jucigroent,  Afl«r  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
ber  1780.  **  judged;  &c.  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of 
"  be  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,    William  Noel,   WilUam  Ha- 
miltan.  I 

For  Respondents,  W.  Murray. 
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1741. 


FEIKOLB 

V. 
FRINOLE. 


Thomas  Pbingle  of  Symington,    -    Ajy)ellant ; 
Alison  Pringle  and  Husband,    -    Respondents. 

2Ut  January,  1741. 

PjiovisioN  TO  Childrbn.— A  clause  in  a  marriage  contract, 
provided  a  certain  sum  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  in 
satisfiEurtion  of  all  they  could  claim,  except  what  the  father 
should  further  provide  to  them  of  his  own  free-will,-~found 
that  the  eldest  son,  bj  accepting  a  disposition  of  the  landed 
estate  from  his  father,  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  claim  his 
share  of  this  sum,  as  a  child  of  the  marriage. 


[Clerk  Home,  No.  145.     Kilk.  p.  147.     Elchies,  No.  15,  voce 
Mutual  Contract.    Brown's  Supp..  V.  p.  693.2 


V 


In  the  marriage  contract  of  Robert  Pringle  and  No.  59. 
Anne  Rutherford,  (father  and  mother  to  the  par- 
ties to  this  appeal,)  the  said  Robert  bound  himself, 
in  case  of  his  Mnfe's  predecease,   to  pay  to  the 
children  of  the  marriage  the  following  provisions  : 

*  If  there  be  only  one  son  or  daughter  procreate 

*  of  that  said  marriage,  to  content  or  pay  to  the 

*  said  son  or  daughter  the  sum  of  8000  meiics,  and 

*  if  there  be  two  or  more  children,  to  pay  to  them 

*  among  them  all  the  sum  of  1200  merks  money 

*  aforesaid,  which  sums  of  money  provided  to  the 

*  child  or  children  to  be  procreate  in  the  said  mar- 

*  riage  in  the  cases  above  mentioned,  are  to  be 
^  divided  and   proportioned  among  them  by  the 


' 
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^^^^'  *  said  Robert  Pringle  their  father,  as  he  shall  think 
PBiMOLB  <  fit ;  for  which  division,  the  said  Robert  Pringle, 
piiNOLB.    *  his  declaration  and  appointment,  at  any  time  of 

<  his  lifetime  under  his  hand,  shall  be  a  sufficient 

*  warrant  and  rule ;  and  in  case  the  said  Robert 

*  Pringle  their  father  shall  not  make  the  said  divi- 
'  sion  under  his  hand  in  his  own  time,  then  it  shall 
^  be  leasome  and  lawful  to  four  of  their  friends  and 

<  nearest  of  kin,  two  on  the  father's  side,  and  two 

<  on  the  mother's  side,  to  proportion  and  divide 

*  their  provisions,  as  the  said  Robert  Pringle  their 

*  father  might  have  done  the  same ;   and  which 

*  portions  and  provisions  above  provided  to  be 

<  divided  as  said  is,  the  said  Robert  Pringle  in  the 

*  case  aforesaid,  binds  and  obliges  him,  his  heirs, 
^  executors,  and  successors  whatsoever,  to  pay  to 
^  the  said  daughters  to  be  procreate  of  the  said  mar- 
'  riage,  at  their  full  and  perfect  age  of  sixteen 

*  years  compleat  respectively,  and  to  the  son  or 

*  sons  to  be  procreate  therein  at  their  full  and  per- 

<  feet  age  of  twenty^-one  years  complete,  or  at  the 

<  said  daughters  <Mr  sons  their  re£^)ective  marriages, 

*  which  of  them  shall  first  happen,  together  with 
^  the  due  and  ordinary  annualrent  of  the  said  pro- 

*  visions  conform  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  yearly, 

<  termly,  and  continually,  during  the  not-payment 
'  thereof;  and  which  sums  of  money  provided  to 

*  the  said  children,  one  or  more,  to  be  procreate 

<  in  the  said  marriage,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in 

*  full  contentation  and  satisfaction  to  them  of  all 

*  they  can  crave  of  the  said  Robert  Pringle  their 

*  &ther,  except  what  further  of  his  own  proper 

*  will  he  shall  provide  to  them,  as  also  what  shall 

<  accrue  and  belong  to  them  as  heirs  and  nearest 

*  of  kin  to  the  said  Robert  Pringle  their  father,  in 


V. 
P  JUNGLE. 
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*  case  he  shall  not  have  children  in  any  other  mar-       ^7^^- 

•  riage*'  pbinole 

The  issue  of  this  marriage  were,  Thomas  Pringle, 
the  appellant,  two  other  sons^  and  one  daughter, 
Alison  Pringle,  one  of  the  respondents. 

In  June  1698,  Robert  Prinze  executed  a  vo- 
luntary disposition  of  his  landed  estate  in  favour 
of  the  appeUant,  (then  an  infant,)  reserving  to 
himself  full  power  to  burden  and  affect  it  with 
debts,  or  to  sell  it,  &c.  in  such  manner  as  he 
should  think  proper.  The  disposition  bears  to 
have  been  made  for  the  love  and  favour  the  father 
bore  to  his  son,  and  for  certain  other  onerous 
causes. 

He  likewise  gave  certain  portions  to  his  two 
younger  sons,  and  took  from  them  discharges  of 
my  claim  they  might  have  under  the  marriage 
contract  He  made  no  declaration  with  regard  to 
the  division  of  the  12000  merks,  nor  did  he  exe- 
cute the  reserved  powers  with  regard  to  the  land- 
ed estate. 

He  died  intestate  in  17S8,  predeceasing  his  wife, 
and  leaving  personal  property  to  the  amount  of 
19000  merks.  The  appellant  took  possession  of 
the  estate,  and  the  respondent,  Alison  Pringle, 
was  confirmed  executrix,  and  soon  afler  was  mar- 
ried to  the  other  respondent,  Macdowal. 

The  respondents  then  raised  an  action  against  the 
appellant  before  the  commissaries  for  L.190,  which 
was  in  the  father's  repositories  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  appellant  admitted  the  receipt  of  the 
sum,  but  pleaded  compensation  upon  the  ground 
of  his  right  to  a  share  of  the  ISOOO  merks  provided 
in  the  marriage  contract.    The  respondent  insisted 
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^^^^-       that  the  disposition  of  the  landed  property  was  a 
FKiNOLB    satisfaction  of  that  demand. 
3PKINOLK.         The  commissaries  fomid,  (10th   Feb.   1739,) 

<  That  the  disposition  of  1698  did  not  exclude  the 

<  appellant  from  his  share  of  the  pro\isions  stipu- 

*  lated  in  the  marriage  contract.' 

But  the  Court,  upon  advising  a  bill  of  advoca* 
tion,  which  was  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
found,  (14th  December,   1739,)  *  That  the  son 

<  having  succeeded  to  hi^  father  by  disposition  to 

<  his  land  estate,  his  share  of  the  12000  merks  was 

*  thereby  extinguished.* 

The  Lord  Ordinary  therefore  advocated  the 
cause,  and  repelled  the  plea  of  compensation,  (Slst 
December;)  and  the  Court  adhered,   (8th  Feb. 

1740.) 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 

Feb.  86, 1740.^^  the  14th  and  21st  December,  1739,  and  8th 
February,  1740. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appettant : — ^It  makes  no  diflfer- 
ence  to  the  appellant  whether  he  be  considered  as 
having  succeeded  to  the  estate  by  disposition  or 
by  descent :  for,  Ist,  The  taking  a  land  estate  as 
heir,  cannot  be  held  as  in  satisfaction  of  any  obli- 
gation the  father  came  under  to  his  heir,  under  the 
marriage  contract 

2.  A  disposition,  which  the  granter  could  alter 
at  pleasure,  could  not  have  been  intended  as  in 
satisfaction  of  a  prior  personal  obligation. 

3.  Nothing  was  done  by  the  father  to  show  that 
such  was  his  intention.  If  he  had  intended  this, 
he  would  have  taken  a  discharge  as  he  did  in  the 
case  of  his  two  younger  sons. 

4.  The  provisions,  moreover,  are  declared  to  be 
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in  full  satisfaction  of  what  the  children  can  crave  ,     ^^^^' 
from  their  fitther,  except  what  further  he  should     '"jj^**-* 
provide  to  them  of  his  own  free  will,  or  what  shoul4    '^^^o*-"- 
belong  to  them  as  his  heirs  or  nearest  of  kin. 

Pleaded  for  the  Beepondent : — ^It  could  not  have 
been  intended  that  the  eldest  son  should  have  a 
double  portion,  (the  real  estate  being  of  much 
greater  value  than  12000  merks,)  and  yet  come  in 
for  a  share  of  this  sum.  So  far  was  the  father 
from  intending  this,  that,  in  the  disposition  of 
1698,  he  had  it  in  view,  that  he  might  throw  some 
part  of  the  provisions  for  the  younger  children  up- 
on the  real  estate. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  is  ordered  and  adjudg-  jadgmeDt, 
ed,  •  That  so  much  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  21st  ^Jj^j^*^""^' 

*  December,  1739,  whereby  the  Lord  Ordinary  did 

<  advocate  the  cause  be,  and  the  same  is,  hereby 

*  affirmed ;  but  that  the  residue  of  the  said  inter- 

*  locutor,  as  also  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lords  of 

<  Session  of  the  14th  December,  1739>  and  other 
'  interlocutors  adhering  thereto  of  the  sam6  month 
'  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ;  and  it  is  here- 
'  by  declared  and  adjudged,  that  the  disposition 
>  granted  by  the  appellant's  father  of  his  land  estate 
^  to  the  appellant,  does  not  exclude  him  from  his 

*  share  of  the  provisions  stipulated  by  his  father  in 

*  his  contract  of  marriage  to  the  children  of  the 

<  marriage :  and  therefore,  it  is  hereby  ordered  and 

<  adjudged,  that  the  appellant  do  claim  so  much 
'  thereof  as  will  compensate  his  share  of  the 
'  12000  merks,  provided  by  the  said  contract,  and« 

*  that  in  order  to  ascertain  the  appellant's  share 

*  thereof,  both  parties  do  inform  the  Court  of  Ses- 
'  sion  therein,  according  to  the  courses  of  that 
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iHi>       «  Court,  and  that  the  said  Court  of  Session  do  pro- 
PEiNGLB     <  ceed  thereupon,  according  to  law  and  justice.* 


V. 
PRINGLE. 


For  Appellant,  KF.  Noel,  A.  Hume  Campbell. 
For  Respondent,  William  Hamilton^  W.  Mur- 
ray. 

This  reversal  is  not  netloed  in  any  of  the  reports  of  the  case. 


Kenneth  M^Kenzie,        -        -        Appellant; 
William  Urquhart,  et  alii,      -         Respondents^ 

Q6th  January,  1741. 

Tailzib.— Act  1685^  c.  9St — ^An  entail  completed  bj  infefW 
mentj  but  not  recorded  in  the  r^iister  of  tailzies^  is  not  efFec* 
tual  against  the  creditors  of  the  heir  of  entail. 


[[Elchies^  voce  Tailzie,  No.  IS.^ 


No.  60.  George  Viscount  Tarbet  in  1688  executed  aa 
entail  of  the  estate  of  Cromarty  in  favour  of  his 
second  son,  Sir  Kenneth  M'Kenzie,  but  reseived 
to  himself  a  right  of  redemption  upon  payment  of 
a  certain  sum.  This  entail  contained  all  the  ne- 
cessaty  clauses  of  a  strict  entail,  and  was  registered 
in  the  register  of  entails.  Resignation  followed— 
a  crown  charter  was  expede,  and  infeftment  was 
taken  by  Sir  Kenneth. 

In  exercise  of  the  reserved  right,  Lord  Tarbet 
did,  in  169^,  redeem  the  lands  according  to  the 
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usual  formalities,  and  the  grant  of  redemption  was       1741. 
registered  in  the   register  of  sasines  and  rever-    m*kenzi« 
sions.     Lord  Tarbet  llien  made  another  strict  and         ^' 
complete  entail,  in  terms  of  the  former  one ;  (only 
leaving  out  some  lands,  and  disponing  others,)  also 
in  favour  of  Sir  Kenneth,  vnth  other  substitutions. 
The  entail  was  registered  in  the  books  of  Council 
and  Session,  but  not  in  the  register  of  entails. 
Resignation  followed ;  a  charter  was  expede,  and 
infeftment  taken  and  recorded,  and  all  the  clauses 
of  the  entail  were  enumerated  in  the  resignation, 
in  the  charter,  and  in  the  sasine. 

Sir  Kenneth  continued  in  possession  till  his 
death  in  17^8,  after  having  contracted  large  debts. 
His  eldest  son.  Sir  George,  obtained  possession 
upon  a  general  service,  as  heir  to  his  father,  and 
also  contracted  large  debts. 

The  creditors,  (the  respondents)  who  had  used 
diligence  upon  their  debts,  then  brought  an  action 
of  sale  for  payment  of  their  debts.  The  appellant. 
Sir  Kenneth's  second  son,  and  next  heir  to  Sir 
Geoi^,  objected  to  the  sale,  on  the  ground  that 
the  debts  were  contracted  in  manifest  contraven- 
tion of  the  entail. 

The  creditors  answered,  that  the  former  entail 
of  1688  having  been  extinguished  by  the  recorded 
order  of  redemption,  the  claim  of  the  creditor,  and 
that  of  the  heir  of  entail,  depend  entirely  upon  the 
eflfect  of  the  entail  of  169^  ;  and  that  this  entail 
not  having  been  recorded  in  the  register  of  tailzies^ 
as  required  by  the  act  1685,  is  ineffectual  against 
onerous  creditors. 

Upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the 
Court  found,  (17th  July,  17*0,)  '  that  the  entail 
*  not    having    been   recorded  in   the  register  of 
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itii-  *  tailzies,  as  directed  by  the  act  1685,  can  have  ifor 

M'KENziB  '  effect  against  onerous  creditors  upon  the  estate, 

uEdUHART.  *  ^^^  ^^^^  affected  the  same  by  proper  diligence/ 

Entered  The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor 

NoTember  19,  ^^ ^^^  ^^^  j^^jy  ^^^q 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant: — ^The  judgment 
proceeds  upon  so  strict  an  interpretation  of  the 
act  1685,  as  seems  inconsistent  with  the  principles 
of  law  and  justice.  Although  the  entail  was  not 
recorded  in  the  register  of  tailzies,  it  was  recorded 
in  the  books  of  Council  and  Session,  which  is  a 
more  ancient  and  a  better  known  register  than  that 
appointed  by  the  act  of  Parliament  referred,  to. 

The  necessary  clauses  are  also  properly  publish* 
ed,  by  being  inserted  in  the  charters  of  resignar 
tion  and  infeftments,  and  every  other  requisite  has 
been  complied  with,  except  that  of  the  recording 
in  the  register  of  entails,  as  to  which  the  appellant 
contends  that  the  statute  has  not  been  rightly  un- 
derstood nor  justly  interpreted  :«-4>ecause,  al« 
though  a  register  is  appointed  for  entails,  yet 
the  act  does  not  declare  that  the  entail  shall  be 
inefl^tual  against  creditors  if  not  recorded,  which 
would  have  been  done  if  this  had  been  intend- 
ed. This  is  expressly  provided  in  the  case  of 
the  omission  to  insert  any  of  the  clauses  in  the 
rights  of  the  several  successive  heirs  of  entail. 
The  act  declares  that,  in  case  of  such  omis^n^ 
these  clauses  shall  not  militate  against  hanafide 
creditors ;  whereas,  there  is  no  such  provision 
with  regard  to  the  non-registration  of  the  entail. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent : — ^Where  an  entail 
is  not  recorded  in  the  register  appointed  by  the 
act,  creditors  contract  bona  fide  with  the  possess- 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  PROM  SCOTLAND.     305 

ors  of  the  estate,  and,  as  has  been  frequently  found,       ^^^^' 
the  entail  can  have  no  effect  against  them.  Mackenzie 

The  statute  expressly  declares  that  such  entails  ubquuakt. 
only  shall  be  allowed,  where  the  original  entail  is 
once  produced  before  the  Lords  of  Session  judi- 
cially, who  are  thereby  ordered  to  interpose  their 
authority  thereto,  and  where  it  is  recorded  in  the 
register  book  kept  for  that  purpose. 

Ailer  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 

^■^  o#tf1i    Tot* 

"judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  1741, 
"  be  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  James  Erskine^  Alex.  Forrester. 
For  Respondent,  Ch.  Areslnne^  W.  Murray. 


Thomas  Burnet  of  Kirkhill,       -    Appellant ; 
Magistrates  of  Aberdeen,      -    -    Respondent. 

10th  March,  1741. 

Tack.— Tbinds.— A  lease  of  teinds  haying  been  granted  to  A' 
and  his  wife  for  their  lifetime^  and  to  their  son  for  three  nine- 
teen years^  the  entry  of  the  son,  as  well  as  of  the  £either  and 
mother,  being  in  one  danse  declared  to  be  at  the  day  and 
date  of  the  lease,  and  it  being  declared  in  another  that  he 
was  to  enjoy  the  lease  for  the  foresaid  space,  "  next  and  after 
"  baith  their  deceases/'— fonnd  that  the  tack  to  the  son  com- 
menoed  at  the  same  date  with  the  liferent  tack,  and  not  at  the 
expiration  of  it. 

A  tack  of  teinds  being  granted  during  the  currency  of  an  exist- 
ing tack,  with  a  declaration  that  the  remaining  years  of  the 
current  tack  should  run  after  the  termination  of  the  new  tack^ 
—it  was  found  that  this  was  not  an  effectual  grant  of  the  ad- 

>  ditional  years  at  the  end  of  the  new  tack. 


William,  bishop  of  Aberdeen  granted  in  1576,  No.  61. 
a  lease  of  the  teinds  of  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas 

VOL.  I.  X 
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1741. 

for  nineteen  years,  to  John-  Gordon  of  Cluny,  and 


u 


V.         Margaret  his  wife,  and  the  longest  liver,  and  their 

"^©p"m  "'  ^^^  ^^^  assignees. 

MBN.  In  April,  1585,  while  there  were  yet  ten  years 

of  the  above  lease  unexpired,  David,  then  Bishop, 
in  consideration  of  certain  onerous  causes,  granted 
a  new  lease  of  the  same  teinds  in  fitvour  of  Gordon 
and  his  wife  during  their  joint  lifetimes,  and  that 
of  the  longest  liver,  and  tlieir  assignees.    The  tack 
further  bears,  <<  And  sick  like  to  have  sett  and  in 
<<  assedation  lattin,  and  be  this  presents  setts  and 
<^  in  assedation  lattis  to  John  Gordon,  thair  second 
<<  son,  his  heirs  male,  and  assignees,  &c.  all  and 
'<  haill  the  said  tiend  sheavis,"  &c.  for  the  term  of 
nineteen  years  ^  next,  and  immediate  followand  the 
said  John  Gordcm  youngeris  entries  thairto ;  the 
quhilk  entries  thereto,  of  the  said  John  Gordcm 
younger,  likeas  of  the  said  John  Gordon  his  fa- 
'*  ther,  and  Margaret  Gordon  his  mother,,  respec- 
^*  five  and  successive,  is,  and  God  willing,  sail  be 
the  day  and  date  of  thir  presents,  and  frae  thine 
forth  the  said  John  Gordon  of  Ckmy,  and  Mar- 
garet Gordon  his  spouse,  and  their  fbrsaids,  and 
the  longest  liver  of  them,  &c.  to  use  joiss,  and 
peacibly  bruike  the  samen,  for  all  the  days  and 
terms  of  their  life,  the  langist  liver  of  their  tuaia 
'*  lifetimes.  And  the  said  John  Gordon  their  sew,  im^ 
*'  mediate  after  baith  their  deceases,  to  use,  &c.  the 
samen  quhile  the  space  of  nineteen  years  next 
after  baith  their  deceases,,  be  continuance,  togid- 
der  forthcumming  without  interruption,  impedi- 
ment, or  brake  of  terms  or  years."    ''  And  also, 
"  with  consent  foresaid,  to  have  sett,"  &c.  *'  to  the 
<*  said  John  Gordon  and  his  foresaids,  the  said 
"  tiend  sheavis,**  &c.  for  "  other  nineteen  years 
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**  next  and  immediate  foUowand  the  ische  and      i74i. 


€t 
C( 


**  compleit  fulfilling  of  the  said  first  nmeteen  years     burnbt 

*^  above  wrytten,  next  and  immediate  foUowand  MAoiiTEATss 

"  his  entres  thereto  j  the  quilk  entries  thereto  is,    ®'  ^■"*- 

*'  and  God  willing,  sail  be  Uie  day  and  date  of  thir 

**  presents.'^    And  in  like  manner,  there  is  a  third 

grant  for  other  *^  nineteen  years  next  and  imme- 

**  diate  foUowand  the  ische  and  compleit  fulfiUing 

**  of  the'  said  two  nineteen  years  tacks  above  wry  t- 

<<  ten,  next  and  immediate  foUowand  his  entres 

**  thairto ;   the  quilk  entres  thairto  is,  and  God 

willing,  saU  be  the  day  and  date  of  thir  presents. 

And  the  said  first  entres  respective^  successive  of 

the  persons  respective  above  mentioned,  in  and 
<^  to  the  said  tacks,  to  be  sufficient,  aiid  to  serve  for 
**  the  righteous  entres  of  aU  and  haill  the  said  tiend 
"  sheavis  above  wrytten.** 

The  deed  then  reserves  the  previous  tack,  in 
so  far  as  then  unexpired,  and  '*  be  thir  presents  ' 
<*  ratifies  the  same,  and  consents  that,  the  same 
**  be  eikt  to  the  assedation  made  to  the  said  John 
^*  Gordon,  and  Margaret  his  spouse  and  to  John 
<<  Gordon  thair  son,  immediate  after  the  ische  of 
**  the  three  nineteen  years  tack  above  wrytten.*' 

In  161 8,  the  Parliamentary  Commissioners  grantr 
ed  an  augmentation  of  the  stipend  to  the  mi- 
nister of  8U  Nicholas,  and  as  a  recdmpence  for 
this  augmentation  they  prorogated  the  lease  by 
an  additional  tu"*n  of  100  years,  to  commence 
firom  the  expiration  \S  ihe  former  lease  of  1585i 
In  that  decree  the  lease  is  described  as  a  tack 
made  by  the. deceased  Davi(l,  Bishop  of  Aber* 
deen,  with  consent,.  &e.  ^  to  the  deceased  John 
^  Gordon,  and  Margaret  his  wife,  for  their  lifbr 
*  time,  and  that  of  the  longest  liver ;   and  after 
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^f^^'      *  their  deceaae^  to  John  Gordon,  and  to  his  heirs 


OF  ABEB- 
DEEN. 


BURNET     <  and  assignees,  for  the  space  of  three  several  nine* 
1CA6I8TRATE8    tccn  yedTS* 

The  lease  was  also  ratified  and  confirmed  by  Pa^ 
trick  Bishop  of  Aberdeen,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Dean  and  Chapter,  (24th  April,  1620.) 

Upon  the  abolition  of  Episcc^acy  in  1690,.  the 
revenues  of  the  bishopric  fell  to  the  crown,  and 
his  majesty,  in  V^S^y  granted  the  said  teinds  of  St. 
Nicholas  to  the  Magistrates  of  Aberdeen  and  their 
successors,  but  reserving  the  right  of  all  third 
parties. 

The  Magistrates  brought  an  action  of  declara- 
tor and  reduction,  concluding  that  the  right  of 
the  appellant  (to  whom  the  lease  had  devolved,) 
should  be  set  aside,  or  at  least  that  it  should  be 
declared  to  expire  in  April  1742,  being. three  nine- 
teen years,  and  100  years  from  the  date  of  the 
lease  in  1585. 

The  appellant,  on  the  other  hand,  brought  a  de- 
clarator to  have  it  found,  that  in  addition  to  these 
terms,  the  second  lease  endured  for  t^e  lifetime  of 
John  Gordon  and  Margaret  his  wife,  and  the  sur- 
vivor, and  for  the  additional  ten  years  of  the  first 
lease. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  (Drumore,)  (28th  January, 
17890  sustained  the  claim  of  the  appellant  to  the 
whole  extent  he  demanded,  and  ^  found  that  he 
<  had  right  to  the  teinds  contained  in  the  said 
•  leases  and  decree  until  the  year  1786-' 

The  actions  were  afterwards  conjoined,  and 
came  before  Lord  |iLilkerran,  who  reported  them 
to  the  Court  \  and  their  Lordships  found,  (IStb 
February  1739,)  *  that  the  three  nineteen  yearsr 
^  did  commence  from  the  date  of  the  tack  1585» 
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<  and  also  found  that  the  clause,    *  but  preju-       1741. 


V. 
MAGISTRATES 
OF  ABBR^ 
DBEK. 


*  dice  of  the  former  tack/  and  consenting  that    buanet, 

*  the  same  might  be  eiked  to  the  new  lease,  was 

*  not  an  effectual  grant  of  an  additional  tenn  at 

*  the  end  of  the  new  tack,  and  remitted  to  the 

*  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly.* 

The  Court  adhered  («3d  February,  1739,)  and 
the  Lord  Ordinary  in  consequence  found,  (27th 
February,)  *  that  the  lease  expired  on  the  12th 

*  April,  174s,  and  that  the  respondents  had  right 
^  to  the  teinds  after  the  said  date.' 

The  appeal  was  brous^ht  from  the  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the  13th,  23d,  and  27th  February  I739. 

Pleaded  for  Ae  Appellant: — 1.  At  the  date  of 
the  lease  in  question,  the  Scottish  bishops  had  suf- 
ficient powers  to  grant  leases  of  their  teinds,  for 
such  periods  as  they  thought  proper;  and  such 
leases,  for  one  or  more  lives,  and,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  these  lives,  for  one  or  more  nineteen 
years,  were  very  common,  and  authorised  by 
law,  particularly  by  the  act  I6O6,  c,  18.  These 
powers  were  not  limited  till  the  act  I617,  c.  22, 
by  which,  however,  power  was  reserved  to  the 
Parliamentary  Commissions  to  grant  prorogations. 

2.  It  appears  from  the  terms  of  the  lease,  that 
the  three  nineteen  years  lease  to  John  Gordon,  the 
son,  were  not  intended  to  include,  but  were  over 
and  above  the  liferent  lease.  His  father  and  mother 
were  to  hold  absolutely  during  their  lives,  and  the 
life  of  the  survivor ;  and  he  himself  was  absolutely  to 
have,  and  beneficially  to  enjoy  three  nineteen  years, 
**  next  after  baith  their  deceases,"  and  the  object  of 
declaring  the  entry  to  the  reversionary  lease  to  be  at 
the  same  time  with  the  entry  to  the  lease  in  posses- 
si(Mi.  could  only  be,  in  point  of  form*  to  substantiate 
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1741.  the  reversionary  lease,  because  it  was  then  doubtfiil 
BUENET  whether  a  lease  in  such  cirqumstances  without 
.^..'I'.An.v.  entry  was  effectual* 

OF  ABEE-  8.  Both  the  Parliamentary  Commissioners  in 
1618,  and  Patrick  Bishop  of  Aberdeen,  in  1630, 
imderstood  the  lease  in.  this  sense,  and  a  different 
construction  ought  not  now  to  be  put  upon  it,  when 
the  true  meaning  of  it  cannot  be  so  well  under* 
stood. 

Pleaded Jbr  the  BeepondefUs : — 1.  By  the  express 
words  of  the  lease  1585,  it  is  declared,  that  the 
commencement  of  the  lease  to  John,  the  son,  as 
well  as  of  that  to  John  the  father,  and  his  wife, 
was  the  day  and  date  of  the  instrument  itself,  and, 
therefore,  the  appellant  pleads  in  opposition  to  the 
deed  upon  which  he  founds,  when  he  avers,  that 
the  commencement  of  the  term  of  three  nineteen 
years  was  not  to  be  at  the  df^te  of  the  instrument, 
but  after  the  decease  of  his  father  and  mojthen 
For  the  first  nineteen  years  are  expressly  stated  to 
commence  from  the  entry  of  the  son,  which  entry 
is  expressly  provided  to  be  the  day  and  date  of  the 
lease :  and  the  same  expression  is  several  times  re- 
peated. 

S.  There  was  also  good  reason  for  making  the 
date  of  the  instrument  the  date  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  son's  right,  for,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
if  the  commencement  of  a  lease  granted  by  a  bishop, 
happened  after  his  death  or  translation,  the  lease 
was  void,  the  entry  being  coUatum  in  tempus  inde- 
bitufHy  and  it  was  probably  in  order  to  guard  against 
this  event  that  the  lease  was  conceived  in  the  terms 
it  bears. 

3.  With  regard  to  the  ten  years  of  the  original  lease 
which  were  unexpired,  the  only  effect  of  the  proviso. 
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bv  which  the  second  lease  was  declared  to  be  with^       ^^^^' 
out pr^ljudice  to  the  firsts  was,  that  as  the  commence-     ■"**'■'' 
ment  of  the  second  lease  had  been  declared  to  be  at  magist&atev 
the  date  thereof,  the  term  of  the  two  leases  thus  co-     ^©m"** 
inciding  should  run  on  together ;  and  moreover,  al- 
though by  lapse  of  time  the  lease  granted  by  Bishop 
David  might  be  secured  against  objections  to  it; 
yet  prescription,  or  the  lapse  of  time,  could  never 
transfer  the  term  often  years  that  remained  of  the 
lease  granted  by  Bishop  William,  and  stop  the  cur- 
rency of  it  from  the  year  1585,  until  the  three  nine- 
teen years  in  Bishop  David's  lease,  and  the  one 
hundred  years  of  prorogation  were  expired,  and 
upon  the  determination  of  the  same,  to  begin  to 
run  and  stand  as  a  good  lease  during  these  ten 
years. 

After  hearing  counsel, — "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be,  JJ*^  March. 
<*  and  is  hereby  dismissed  this  House,  and  that  the 
<<  said  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be,  and 
"  the  same  are,  hereby  aflSrmed." 


For  Appellant,  James  Ersiine,  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondent,  Ch.  Areskine^  A.  Noel. 


ini. 
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FSBOU- 
SON^  &C. 
V, 
CKIZ,   &C 


William  Ferguson,  et  alii^ 
James  Crie,  et  aKi,    -    -    < 


7th  AprU,  174^1. 


Appellants ; 
Respondents. 


BuBOH  RoTAif. — Act  7*  Geo.  II.  c.  l6.— An  election  of  Magia- 
trates  set  aside  at  common  law  on  account  of  an  unlawfol 
separation  of  the  members  by  whom  they  were  chosen,  al- 
though not  fiedling  under  the  above  act. 


[Elchies  voce  Buigh  Royal^  No.  16.^ 


No.  62. 


By  the  constitution  of  the  city  of  Perth,  the 
Town  Council  consists  of  twenty-six  members ;  of 
whom  fourteen  are  merchant  counsellors,  and  the 
other  twelve  are  trades  counsellors ;  out  of  this 
number  the  provost  and  magistrates  are  annually 
elected. 

The  first  step  in  the  election  is,  that  the  old  mer- 
chant counsellors  proceed  to  the  election  of  tiie 
merchant  counsellors  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  the 
next  is  the  election  of  two  new  trades  counsel- 
lors, which  is  made  by  the  whole  town  coun- 
cil, from  leets  presented  by  the  trades.  There- 
after, the  new  council  of  merchants  and  trades- 
men elect  the  provost  and  other  magistrates  of  the 
year.  At  the  meeting  for  the  annual  election  in 
1740,  the  trades  counsellors,  with  three  of  the  mer- 
chant counsellors,  insisted  upon  certain  queries  be- 
ing put  to  the  other  eleven  merchant  counsellors,  up- 
on oath,  before  proceeding  to  the  election ;  and  the 


CBIB 
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provost  having  declined  to  do  this,  they  entered  a       ^^**' 
protest,  thdt  none  of  the  eleven  counsellors,  who      '■'^^' 
had  refused  to  make  answer  as  to  the  queries,         «. 
should  be  admitted  to  vote  ;  and  after  taking  ano- 
ther protest,  they  withdrew  fix)m  the  meeting. 

Upon  this,  the^  eleven  remaining  old  merchant 
counseUors  proceeded,  in  the  first  place,  to  the 
election  of  the  new  merchant  council ;  they  then 
chose  the  new  trades  counsellors,  and  the  yirhole 
afterwards  proceeded  to  the  election  of  the  magis- 
tracy  in  the  usual  way.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
three  remaining  merchant  counsellors,  and  the 
twelve  trades  counsellors,  having  met  together,  pro- 
ceeded to  make  a  separate  election. 

Mutual  actions  of  reduction  and  declarator  were 
brought.  The  three  merchant  counsellors  and  the 
trades  counsellors,  with  the  new  members  chosen  by 
them  (the  appellants,)  insisting  that  the  other  party 
had  separatedfrom  them,  and  therefore  thattheirelec- 
tion  fell  under  the  act  of  the  7th  Geo.  II.  and  also 
that  they  had  disqualified  themselves  from  voting  at 
the  election,  by  entering  into  unlawful  combinations ; 
to  prove  which  was  the  object  of  the  questions 
which  had  been  proposed,  but  which  the  provost 
had  declined  to  put. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  merchant  counsellors, 
with  their  new  members,  maintained,  that  the  se- 
paration of  the  appellants  fell  under  the  above  act, 
"  for  the  better  regulating  of  elections,"  &c.  and 
annulled  their  proceedings,  and  was  also  unlawful 
at  common  law. 

The  case  being  taken  to  report  on  informations, 
the  Court  found,  (15th  June,  1740,)  "  That  the 
'^  separation  in  this  case  of  the  three  merchant  coun» 
"  sellors  and  the  trades  counsellors,  does  not  fall 
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^^^^'       "  under  the  act  of  the  7th  of  his  present  Majes- 

VBEGU*         t€  ty/'* 
SON,  &C.  •'  *  , 

V.  A  conjunct  probation  was  then  allowed,  (and 

cMi,  c  particularly  as  to  the  alleged  combination,)  upon 
advising  which,  the  Court  (12th  Feb.  1741,) 
**  Found  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the  election  of 
*'  Provost  Ferguson  and  his  adherents,  relevant  and 
proven,  and  therefore  reduced  the  said  election 
of  William  Ferguson  and  his  adherents,  and  de- 
<<  cerned ;  and  further,  repelled  the  reasons  of 
"  reduction  of  the  election  of  Provost  James  Crie 
"  and  his  adherents,  and  assoilzied." 

Entered  Feb.       The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocu- 
19, 1741.        jQj  Qf  the  12th  Yeh.  1741. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants : — The  election  of 
the  respondents  was  made  by  a  minority,  who  had 
separated  themselves  from  the  majority,  and  there- 
fore falls  within  the  act  referred  to,  which  must  ap- 
ply to  a  separation  of  measures,  as  well  as  of  place ; 
whereas  the  appellants  were  chosen  by  a  majori- 
ty of  the  whole  town  counsellors,  consisting  both 
of  merchant  and  trades  counsellors,  which  is  neces- 
sary to  constitute  a  quorum,  and  which  did  not 
take  place  in  the  election  of  the.  respondents,  there 
not  being  one  trades  counsellor  present  at  their 
proceedings.! 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespandente : — ^The  election  of 
the  respondents  was  agreeable  to  the  constitution 
of  the  burgh ;  and  according  to  the  usual  manner 


*  ^'  Which  statutes  oBly  in  the  case  of  a  minority  separating  from 
a  majority." — EUhies. 

t  The  charge  of  unlawful  oomhination  was  renewed ;  but  as  no  no- 
tice is  taken  of  it  in  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  liords^  and  the 
election  of  the  respondent  is  sustained^  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice  it 
farther. 
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1741. 


FERGU- 
SON^ &C. 
V. 

cais>  &C. 


in  all  preceding  elections.  The  council  was  legally 
summoned  and  constituted  in  due  and  proper  form. 
The  new  merchant  council  were  elected  by  a  large 
majority  of  those  who  had  the  only  right  to  vote, 
viz.  the  eleven  of  the  old  merchant  council,  and, 
of  course,  they  had  a  right  to  vote  in  all  the  subse- 
quent steps  which  took  place. 

If  the  three  merchant  counsellors  had  remained, 
they  would  have  formed  the  minority  in  tlie  elec- 
tion, which  would  notwithstanding  have  been  valid, 
and  their  withdrawing  have  the  effect  of  invalidat- 
ing the  election. 

On  the  contrary,  their  conduct  was  illegal,  as 
they  separated  from  the  town  council,  who  were 
lawfully  assembled  to  proceed  to  the  election,  so 
diat  their  election  is  good  for  nothing ;  and  it  is 
also  null,  because  at  the  election  of  the  merchant 
counsellors,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole, 
there  was  not  a  quorum  of  the  electors,  there  be- 
ing only  three  out  of  fourteen  electors. 

After  hearing  counsel,  <^  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Jud^ent, 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of ^^  ^'  ^^^^' 
"  be  affirmed." 


For  Appellants,  J^.  Murray^  AL  Forrester. 
For  Respondents,  WUl.  Hamilton^  C.  Erskine. 


V. 
DENHAM. 
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1740. 

8TEWABT    Archibald  Stewart,  o&w^^Denham,  ^^  Appellant  ; 
Alexander  Denham,     ....      Respcndent. 

et  e  contra. 

%ih  April,  174«. 

Tailzie,— Irritancy. — Found  that  under  an  entail  prohibiting 
'*  debts,  whereby  the  estate  may  be  adjudged  or  evicted/'  the 
contracting  of  personal  debts,  on  which  no  diligence  had  fol- 

*  lowed  against  tiie  estate,  does  not  infer  an  irritancj. 

Found  that  the  arrear  of  aA  annuity  reserved  to  the  entailer's 
widow,  is  the  debt  of  the  entailer,  and  not  of  the  heir  in  pos- 
session, although  the  annuity  should  have  been  paid  by  him. 

The  heirs  being  prohibited  under  an  irritancy  from  '^  contracting 
*'  debts,  or  doing  other  deeds  of  omusion,  or  commission,  where- 
"  by  the  lands,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  be  adjudged,"  &c.  and 
the  entailer's  widow  having  led  adjudication  for  the  arrears 
of  her  annuity, — Found  that  the  right  of  the  heir  in  possession 
was  not  thereby  irritated. 


[Elchies  voce  Taikie,  Nos.  9  and  IS.  Kilk.  ibid.  No.  I.  Pol. 
Diet.  IJ.  p.  4M.  Mor.  Diet.  p.  15557*  Brown's  Supp.  V.  p. 
657.] 

No.  68.  In  consequence  of  the  reservation  contained  in 

the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords>  17th  July, 
1737,*  in  the  case  between  the  same  parties,  Ar- 
chibald Stewart  proceeded  before  the  Court  of 
Session  upon  the  other  irritancies  contained  in  his 
original  libeh 

The  first  of  these  was  that  which  Sir  Robert 
Denham  was  alleged  to  have  incurred  by  contract- 
ing debts,  for  which  he  had  given  bonds  and  other 
securities.  It  was  admitted,  that  Sir  Robert  had 
contracted  debts  to  a  considerable  amount ;  but  it 
was  contended,  that  as  tliose  debts  were  not  actually 
made  a  hen  upon  the  estate,  they  did  not  fall  within 

• 
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the  spirit  of  the  condition^  although  they  might  with-  ^^^g- 
in  its  letter.  Answered,  that  the  spirit  as  well  as  stewabt 
the  letter  of  the  condition  was  broken  by  ccmtract- 
ing  debts,  the  maker  of  the  entail  having  not  only 
prohibited  the  contracting  of  debts^  but  even  pro- 
vided that  such  debts  should  not  affect  the  lands^ 
although  they  actually  defeated  the  right  of  the 
contractors  ;  it  being  his.  intention  that  the  person 
succeeding  to  the  estate  should  take  it  free  from 
suits  as  well  as  from  incumbrances.  Neither  was 
it  extraordinary  that  the  entailer  should  annex  a 
forfeiture  to  the  contracting  of  such  debts  as  the 
Court  of  Session  afterwards  determined  did  really 
affect  the  lands,  although  this  determination  has 
since  been  reversed. 

The  Court  (15th  Dec.  1737)  found,  "  That  the 
<<  simple  contracting  of  personal  debte,  on  which 
V  no  diligence  followed  against  the  estate,  does  not 
«*  infer  an  irritancy  of  the  contractor's  right.** 
:  The  next  point  was  founded  upon  the  clause^ 
whereby  the  penalties  of  the  entail  are  extended  to 
any  person  who  shall  **  contract  debt,  or  do  other 
^f  deeds  of  omission  or  commission,  whereby  the 
*<  said  lands, '  and  others  foresaid,  or  any  part 
^*  therec^,  may  be  apprised,  adjudged^  evicted,  or 
"  become  caduciary,  escheat,  or  confiscate,"  &c^ 
But  it  is  afterwards  provided  and  declared,  that  if 
^<  any  apprising,  adjudication,  or  other  diligence, 
'*  shall  be  led  and  deduced  against  the  said  lands^ 
**  and  others  foresaid,  or  any  part  thereof,"  for 
sums. already  contracted,  or  to  be  contracted  here- 
after by  the  said  Sir  William  Denham,  (the  entail- 
er,) or  for  any  part  of  the  said  sums  \  ^'  then  and 
«  in. that  case,  the  haill  heirs  and  members  of  tail- 
«  zie  above  i^cified,  who  shall  happen  to  bruik 
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and  possess  the  said  lands  and  odiers  aforesaid 
for  the  time,  shall  be  bound  and  obliged  to  purge 
the  said  diligences  three  years  before  expiring  of 
the  legal  thereof,  in  case  they  shall  happen  to 
succeed  thereto  three  years  and  six  months  be- 
fore expiring  of  the  said  legal ;  and  if  they  suc- 
ceed not  so  soon,  they  shall  be  obliged  to  purge 
<<  the  same  within  six  months  after  their  succes- 
**  sion/'  under  pain  of  forfeiture  of  their  right  in 
case  of  contravention  • 

There  is  also  a  dause,  reserving  to  dame  Kathe- 
rine  Erskine,  the  entailer's  wife,  **  her*  liferent  in- 
feftment  of  such  parts  and  portions  of  the  lands, 
or  the  yearly  annuity  payable  to  her  forth  there- 
of^ as  is  provided  to  her  by  her  contract  of  mar- 
riage or  otherwise/' 
Sir  Robert  Denham  having  allowed  diis  annuity 
to  remain  unpaid  for  two  years,  the  widow,  in  Jan: 
I7I8,  led  an  adjudication  against  the  lands  for  die 
arrears,  amounting  to  L.5(X).    Sir  Robert  died  in 
1721,  without  having  paid  any  part  either  of  the 
principal  or  interest,  and  they  remained  unpaid  till 
1726,  when  the  appellant  obtained  possession  in 
virtue  of  the  interlocutors  declaring  the  irritancy, 
and  when  by  discharging  the  whole  he  cleared  off 
the  adjudication. 

The  Court  (22d  Dec.  1737)  found,  «  that  the 
irritancy  is  incurred,  by  sufl^ng  an  adjudication 
to  pass  for  the  liferent  annuity  due  to  the  wi*' 
"  dow.'* 

In  a  reclaiming  petition,  it  was  argued  that  the 
arrears  of  the  annuity  incurred  in  Sir  Robert's  time 
could  not  be  regarded  as  a  debt  contracted  by  him, 
but  were  in  fact  a  debt  of  Sir  William,  the  entail-< 
er,  and  therefore  no  forfeiture  was  incurred  by  tiie 
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forptier,  in  suffering  adjudication  to  be  led  for  them,       ^^^8- 
the  forfeiture  for  such  debts  being  incurred  only     btswaat 
by  his  omitting  to  purge  the  adjudication  before    diwhax. 
the  expiry  of  the  legal. 

Answered^  the  arrears  incurred  in  Sir  Robert's 
time  were  properly  his  debt  The  arrears  of  every 
year  or  term  are  a  distinct  debt,  upon  which  dis- 
tinct adjudications  might  be  obtained,  and  distinct 
prescriptions  would  run  ;  and  therefore  if  the  pos- 
sessor of  the  estate  might,  without  incurring  a  for- 
feiture, permit  the  annuity  to  run  in  arrear  for  any 
number  of  years,  and  suffer  several  adjudications 
to  be  led  for  the  different  years'  arrears,  the  whole 
estate  must  sink  under  the  incumbrance. 

The  Court  (12th  July,  1738)  altered  their  for- 
mer interlocutor,  and  found,  **  That  the  irritancy  is 
<*  not  incurred  by  Sir  Robert  Denham's  suffering 
'<  an  adjudication  to  pass  for  those  annuities,  which 
<<  f^U  due  during  the  said  Sir  Robert  Denham  his 
"  possession  of  the  estate."* 

A  third  ground  of  irritancy  was,  that  the  lands 
had  been  underlet ;  but  a  proof  being  allowed,  the 
Court,  upon  the  rqport  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (23d 
Dec*  1740)  .Found,  "  That  there  is  no  such  evi- 
^*  dence  of  the  diminution  of  the  rental,  as  to  incur 
*<  the;  irritancy  of  the  entail  of  the  said  estate.'' 

Th^  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  EBtered 
of  the  15th  Dec.  1737}  12th  July,  1738;  l6th  •^*"- ^^' ^^*^' 
July  and  28d  Dec.  1740. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — 1.  Sir  Robert  Den- 
ham incurred  the  irritancy  by  contracting  debts, 
although  no  legal  diligence  has  actually  ensued  y 
because  the  very  words  of  the  irritant  clause  ex- 
tend not  only  to  debts  upon  which  diligence  has 
ensued,  but  also  to  debts  whereupon  diligence  may 
ensue. 
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The  intentioD  of  the  entailer  was  not  sim{rfy  t^ 
prohibit  the  contracting  of  such  debts  as  should 
DSKHAM.  directly  affect  the  estate,  because  he  has  provided 
that  the  debts  colitracted  should  not  be  a  charge 
upon  it,  although  he  annexed  a  forfeiture  to  the 
very  act  of  contracting  them.  He  had  it  in  view 
to  save  his  successor  in  the  estate  from  the  expense 
and  trouble  of  defending  it  against  the  claims  of 
creditors,  who  might  subject  the  possessors  of  the 
estate  to  great  expense,  even  although  they  did  not 
succeed  against  him,  as  in  fact  happened  in  the 
present  instance  in  the  question  between  the  appeU 
lant  and  James  Baillie.* 

2.  Sir  Robert  Denham  incurred  an  irritancy,  by 
suffering  an  adjudication  to  be  led  for  the  arrears 
of  the  annuity  payable  to  Sir  William^s  widow.  For 
although  the  annuity  was  created  by  Sir  William'^ 
contract,  yet  it  was  due  by  Sir  Robert  while  he 
possessed  the  estate,  and  it  was  only  by  his  omis- 
sion that  any  arrears  of  the  annuity  were  incurred. 
These  arrears,  therefore,  are  to  be  considered  as 
Sir  Robert's  debt,  it  being  plainly  by  his  neglect 
that  they  became  an  incumbrance  on  the  estate, 
and  thereby  occasicmed  the  adjudication  led  by  the 
grantee  of  the  annuity. 

Debts  of  this  nature  were  the  debts  which  it  was 
most  incumbent  on  the  maker  of  the  entail  to  pro- 
vide against,  because  these  must  affect  the  estate 
in  the  hands  of  any  of  the  heirs  of  entail ;  whereas- 
debts  of  any  other  nature  were  prevented  by  flie 
provisions  of  the  entaU  from  becoming  a  charge 
upon  the  estate.      For  this  reason,   debts  ocea*- 
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sioned  by  amission  are  expressly  mentioned  in  the       ^^*^' 
clause  above  quoted.  stbwakt 

But  it  is  evident,  that  should  the  construction  dxnham^ 
contended  for  by  the  respondent  be  admitted,  it 
would  be  in  the  power  of  any  possessor  of  the 
estate  to  defeat  the  whole  entail.  He  might  suf- 
fer the  annuity  to  run  in  arrear  for  ten  as  well 
as  for  two  years,  and  allow  several  adjudica-' 
tions  against  the  estate  before  a  forfeiture  could  be 
incurred ;  and  when  the  incumbrances  had  swell- 
ed to  that  height,  it  would  not  be  the  interest  ei-  ^ 
ther  of  the  possessor,  or  of  any  other  heir  of  en- 
tail to  purge  the  adjudications. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent  c-^^l.  By  no  rea-' 
sonable  construction  of  the  clause  prohibiting  the 
heirs  of  entail  to  contract  debts,  whereby  the  lands 
may  be  apprised,  adjudged,  or  evicted — ^nor  by  any  > 
words  of  the  statute  1^85,  (upon  the  plan  of  which  • 
this  entail  was  formed,)  can  the  simple  contracting 
of  personal  debts,  which  have  never  been  made  real 
upon  the  estate,  and  upon  which  no  diligence  by  . 
adjudication  or  otherwise  has  followed,  be  deemed 
sufficient  to  import  a  forfeiture  against  the  person 
so  contracting  for  himself  and  the  descendants  of 
his  body.     If  such  were  the  construction  of  law, 
every  heir  of  entail  must  unavoidably  forfeit  his 
estate,  as  a  thousand  occasions  daily  occur,  which    ' 
render  it  impossible  altogether  and  absolutely  to  . 
avoid  contracting  debt,  even  in  purchasing  the  . 
common  necessaries  of  life,  &c.;  so  that  if  the  ap- 
pellants argument  prevails,  an  heir  of  entail  would 
forfeit  his  estate  if  he  should  owe  any  one  of  his 
tradesmen  the  smallest  item  even  for  the  space  of 
twenty-four  hours. 

2.  The  adjudication .  which  3ir  Robert  allowed 
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^^^'  to  pass  fortbe  arrears  of  the  anouity  due  to  Sir 
sTKWABT  William's  widow,  was  not  upon  any  debt  contract* 
ed  by  Sir  Robert.  On  the  conlrary«  this  amiuityr 
was  constituted  by  Six  William  himseli^  the  aataii- 
er,  in  his  own  contract  of  marriage,,  and  made  a 
real  burden  upon  the  estate;  and  therefore  Sir 
Roberfs  suffering  decree  of  adjudication  to  pass, 
was  not  a  contraventioB  of  the  fkst  prohibitive 
clause^  by  which  the  several  heirs  of  entail  are  pro^ 
hibited  from  contracting  debts,  whereby  the  lands 
may  be  ac^uc^ed  or  evicted. 

By  the  other  clause  it  is  provided,  that  if  any 
adjudications  or  other  dil^nces  shall  be  deduced 
against  the  tailzied  laoda  for  sums  already  con- 
tracted, or  tpbe  coi9itnMefi&d<by  Sir  William  Den- 
ham  the  entailer^  the  heirs>  of  entail  shall  be  bound 
to  purge  the  said  di%ences  three  years  before  the 
expiry'  of  the  kgalr  with  an  express  declaration, 
that  the  heir  fiuUng  to  do  so  shall  irritate  his  right 
for  himself  and  the  descendants  of  his  body ;  where* 
by  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that  no  forfeiture  is  in- 
curred by  Sir  Robert^  having  suffered  the  ac^udi- 
catioii  to  pass  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  which 
was  constituted  by  Sir  William  himself  in  favour  of 
his  own  lady. 

Upon  the  reversal  by  the  House  of  Lordi  c^the 
judgment  in  the  former  case,  Alexander  Denham 
presented  a  petition  to  the  Court  of  Session,  setting 
forth  that  Archibald  Stewart  had  obtained  and  can* 
tinned  possessicm  upon  no  other  title  dian  that  de- 
cree, and  that,  it  having  been  reversed,  the  estate 
ought  now  to  be  sequestrated,  aod  the  interin  rents  • 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  widow's  anmiitj  and 
the  oilier  burdens.    Answered,  that  he  ought  not 
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to  be  dispossessed  before  judgment  upon  the  other       it^**' 
points  in  the  declarator  of  irritancy,    more  espe-    axswAar 
cvaJly  as  he  had  paid  sundry  debts,  and  e^^nded    mvmau. 
considerable  sums  of  money  upon  the  faith  of  th^l: 
decree,  which  at  all  events  ought  to  be  repaid  be- 
fore he  could  be  obliged  to  cede  possession. 

A  remit  was  made  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  re- 
port upon  the  payments  made  by  Archibald  Stewart 
of  debts  char^aUe  on  the  estate ;  and  ailer  va- 
rious proceedings,  the  above  appeal  having  been 
entered  in  the  original  cause,  the  following  inter-  • 
locutor  was  pronounced,  (19th    January  ly^^^t) 

At  advising  the  petition,  it  appeared  to  the  Lords, 

that  there  was  aa  appeal  seirved  in  1i\e  $:aus^  and 
^  although  it  was  contended  for  the  pq^tioner  that 
**  those  petitions  for  sequestrations  was  no  part  Of 
"  the  process  appealed  ftopa,  the  Lords  refused  to 
**  proceed  in  this  petition.'' 

A  cross  i^peal  was  brought  from  tiiis  jntedocu-  Entered 
tor  of  the  19th  January  1743,  and  from  others  of '^''^•*'  "** 
the  IStii  July  1737,  and  ISth  July  1739. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  original  and  cross  ap-  iT^g!^™^ 
**  peals  be,  and  are  hereby  dismissed  ;  and  that  the 
<<  said  neveisal  jind^Iocutors  th^n^  complained  of 
"  be,  and  the  mme  »j»  hereby  gffirmed." 

For  the  AppeUant,  A.  Hmm  Camfbell,  James 

Ershine. 
Fw  4he  Re»p<wdent,  Alewamhr  JUcihart,  fT. 
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L18LIB.     Charles  Cajetan,  Count  Leslie,  -  Appellant ; 
James  Leslie,  Esq.  of  Pitcaple,  et  aUi,  BespandenU. 

Leopoldus,  Eldest  Son  of  the  said  \    .      n    *. 
Count  Leslie,     -     .     -     -     j     ^^        * 
The  said  James  Leslie,  et  aliiy     -     Respondents. 

Antonius,  Second  Son  of  the  said  ^     .      „    . 
^  T  >  AppeUant ; 

Count  Leslie,    -      -     -     .     j     ^^ 

The  said  James  Leslie,  et  alii^    -    Respondents. 

29th  April,  VI4A. 

Tailzie — Clausb. — Fonnd  that  a  dause  providing  **  that  in 
''  case  any  l\eir  of  entail  akoold  sncoeed  to  a  certain  other 
* "  estate^  he  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  so  succeeding^ 
"  should  be  obliged  to  denude  in  favour  of  the  next  heir ;"  and 
that  the  estate  in  that  event  should  be  redeemable  *'  from  the 
"  said  heirs  male  who  shall  succeed  to  both  the  said  estates, 
"  and  his  heir  male  foresaid/'— hasnottheefiectofexdndingall 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  person  so  succeeding  (so  as 
to  make  room  for  the  next  branchy)  but  only  his  eldest  son, 
or  heir  apparent;  and  the  succession  opens  to  the  second 
son. 


No.  64.  Alexander  Leslie  of  Balquhain  had  four  sons,' 
James,  Patrick,  WiUiam,  and  Alexander.  His 
brother,  Walter  Leslie,  acquired  a  large  estate  in 
Germany,  and  was  created  a  Count  of  die  em- 
pire. 

Walter  died  without  issue,  and  was  succeeded 
by  James,  the  eldest  son  of  Alexander ;  and  Patrick 
succeeded  to  the  paternal  estate  in  Scotland.  James 
had  no  issue ;  Patrick,  by  his  first  marriage,  had 
issue,  James  Ernest,  by  his  second,  George,  Mar- 
jory, and  Anne  ;  Jamea  Ernest  had  issue,  Joseph 
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(who  died  without  issue)  and  Charles  Caietan  ^^ia. 
Count  Leslie ;  Charles  Cajetanhad  issue,  Leopol-  lsslib 
dus,  Antonius,  and  Carolus ;  George  (the  son  of  lksub. 
the  second  marriage)  had  children,  but  they  died 
without  issue;  Malory  the  eldest  daughter  was 
married  to  Alexander  Leslie  of  Pitcaple,  and  had 
issue,  James  Leslie,  the  respondent.  Count  Patrick, 
upon  the  recital  that  he  wished  to  keep  the  two  estates 
distinct,  and  that  he  had  already  secured  his  eldest 
son  James  Ernest  in  the  succession  of  the  German 
estate,  executed  an  entail  of  the  estate  in  Scotland, 
(8th  November  1692,)  disponing  it  **  to  himself  in 
«  liferent,  and  to  George  Leslie,  his  second  son,  and 
'*  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  whom  failing,  to  the 
*'  heirs  male  of  his  own  body  of  that  or  any  other 
^  marriage,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies, 
*^  (with  other  substitutions,)  which  failing,  to  the 
«*  heirs  female  of  the  body  of  the  entailer." 

There  were  two  clauses  of  devolution  in  the  en- 
tail. The  first  provided  for  the  case  of  George 
or  the  heir  male  of  his  body  succeeding  to  both 
estates. 

The  second  clause,  under  which  the  present  ques- 
tion arose,  was  as  follows : — **  And  in  case  it  shall  hap- 
*^  pen  any^ther  heir  male  of  my  body  to  succeed  to 
*'  botii  the  said  estates ;  in  that  case,  the  foresaid 

estate  of  Balquhain  shall  fall  and  belong  to  the    . 

next  heir  male  to  be  procreate  of  my  body  of  this 

or  any  other  marriage,  which  failing,  to  the  sub- 
**  sequent  heirs  of  tailzie  aforesaid,  to  whom  the 
**  said  heir  male^  and  the  heirs  male  qfhis  body  who 
'<  shall  succeed  to  the  German  property,  shall  be 

obliged  to  dispone  and  resign  the  foresaid  lands 

of  Balquhain ;  and  the  same  shall  from  hence- 
**  forth  be  redeemable  by  the  other,  and  next  heirs 
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ly^g-  "  male  to  be  procreate  6£  my  body  df  tb»  or  dby 
MM  «  other  marrtflgey  and  the  oihet  heirs  of  tailsAe 
^*  aforesaid^  from  flie  said  hdrs  mal^  who  shall 
'<  succeed  to  both  the  said  estates,  md  bis  ksir 
'^  male^e^aid^  by  payment  of  the  said  sam  of 
'*  ten:  merks*'' 

Count  Patrick  afterwards  made  a  new  eotaii, 
containing  some  variati<nis»  and  diq[)onii^  the  es* 
tatCy-^^failiiig  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreate  of  his 
own  body  of  any  other  marriage,  and  the  heirs  male 
of  their  bodiesj'^^to  Charles  Coont  LesUe^  second 
son  of  James  Ernest,  with  other  substituticms, 
which  failings  to  James  Leshe^  the  respondent, 
eldest  son  of  Maijory,  &c» 

The  heirs  under  this  new  entail  are  also  bound 
to  adhere  to  the  above  condition  of  devolution,  as 
well  as  to  the  other  provisions  of  the  former  en- 
tail. 

Under  these  settlements  the  estate  was  possessed 
aiVer  Patrick's  death  by  his  son  George,  and  then 
by  Gewge's  sons  in  succession.  After  their  death, 
without  issue,  the  succession  opened  to  Count 
Charles^  who  had  akeady  succeeded  to  the  Ger- 
man property. 

In  virtue  of  the  clause  of  devolution  .above  re- 
ferred to,  three  several  actions  of  declarator  were 
brought  befbre  the  Court  of  Session  against  Count 
Charles,— the  €rst  by  his  eldest  son  Leopoldus,  as  the 
next  heir  of  tailzie  after  him ;  the  second  by  his 
second  son  Antdnius,  as  next  heir  other  than  Leo- 
poldus ;  and  the  third  by  James  Leslie  of  Pitcaple, 
the  son  of  Maijory,  as  next  heir  aftier  all  the  male 
issue  of  Count  Charles,  who,  he  maintained,  were 
all  excluded.  On  the  other  hand.  Count  Charles 
contended  that  he  Was  not  bound  to  denude  in  fa- 
vour of  any  of  the  claimants. 
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The  Court,  ttpon  tfie  report  of  Ifee  Lord  Ordin-  i7*g« 
ary,  /blind,  (SOth  Febfuary,  17*1,)  "  Tliat  it  beitig  lesue 
provided  by  the  deed  of  entaa,'*  &e.*  "  and  that 
the  estate  of  B^uhain  «hall  be  redeemable  by  the 
**  other  and  next  heir -male,  and  the  oth»  heirs  of 
*' tailzie  ifbresaid,  from  the  said  heir  male  who  shall 
^*  succeed' to  both  estates,  and  his  heirs  male  afbfe- 
<^  said,  4br  payment  of  tiie  sum  often  mefks ;  that 
Charles  Count  Leslie,  being  an  heir  male' cHT the 
said  Bitrick^s  body,  and  having,  in  termsof  the  said 
**  clause,  succeeded  to  both  estates,  that  be,  and 
*^  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  are  obliged  to  denude 
*^  of  the  estate  of  Balqufaain  in  favour  of  the  next 
^heir  of  tailzie:  and  found  that  Charles  Count 
*^  Leshe,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  being  thus 
^*  excluded  from  the  estate  of  Balquhain,  in  the 
*'  event  that  has  happened  of  his  succeeding  to  both 
•*  estates,  the  respondent,  JTames  Leslie  of  Pitcaple, 
**  is  the  next  heir  of  tailzie  to  whom  the  estate  of 
**  Balquhain  now  devolves ;  and  tiiat  Charles  Count 
*^  Leslie  is  obliged  to  denude  in  his  favour ;  and 
**  that  Leopoldus  and  Antonius  Leslies,  being,  by 
**  the  substitution  in  the  entail,  called  to  the  suc- 
*^  cession  in  their  order,  only  as  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  the  said  Count  Charles,  they  are,  in  like 
manner,  as  heirs  male  of  bis  body,  excluded  from 
^<  the  succession  to  the  estate  of  Balquhain,  in  the 
event  that  hath  now  happened  of  their  father 
succeeding  to  both  estates ;  and  that,  therefore, 
"Count  Charles,  their  father,  cannot  denude  in 
^*  their  favour,  but  ought  to  denude  in  favour  of 
**  the  said  James  Leslie,  the  next  heir,  and  there- 
"  fore  decerned,**  &c. 


*  The  first  part  of  the  interlooator  contains  mer^y' a  iccital  ef  the 
clauses  of  devolution  in  the  eslaiL 
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_  ^^y- The   Lords  adhered,    (27th  February  1741.) 

LESLIE      Three  several  appeals  were  brought  from  these 
les^'lib.     interlocutors  of  the  20th,  and  g7th  February  by 
?w!i^i74i.  Count  Charles,  by  Leopoldus  his  eldest  son,  and 
by  Antonius  his  second.son. 

Pleaded  for  Count  Charles: — ^The  plain  inten- 
tion of  the  clause,  ^*  that  the  heirs  male  of  Pa- 
<*  trick's  body  succeeding  to  both  estates  should 
*^  resign  the  estate  in  Scotland,''  could  only  be  to 
oblige  such  heirs  to  divest  themselves  who  should 
succeed  in  virtue  of  the  destination  in  the  same 
deed,  "  to  the  heirs  male  of  Patrick's  body  by 
*^  that  or  any  other  marriage." 

It  could  not  be  intended  that  these  words 
should  be  understood  in  a  more  extensive  sense  in 
the  clause  of  devolution  than  in  the  clause  of  des- 
tination. Under  the  latter  clause,  the  entailer  did 
not  comprehend  the  descendants  of  his  eldest  son 
James  Ernest,  for  Count  Charles  is  called  by  a 
distinct  and  posterior  substitution.  Therefore  nei- 
ther can  the  clause  of  devolution  have  a  greater 
effect  so  as  to  affect  these  descendants.  The  words 
must  have  the  same  import  in  both  parts  of  the  deed. 
2.  The  construction  put  upon  this  clause  is  re- 
pugnant to  the  terms  of  it ;  for  although  Count 
Charles  is  heir  male  to  Patrick,  yet  he  never  could 
be  an  heir  male  who  could  resign  in  favour  of  any 
heir  male  of  Patrick's  body,  of  that,  or  any  other 
marriage;  for  he  never  could  have  succeeded  while 
there  were  any  other  such  heirs  male.  Now  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  entailer  to  restrain  all  per- 
sons succeeding  to  both  estates  from  retaining 
both ;  but  only  to  keep  the  estates  separate,  while 
the  entailer  had  an  heir  male  of  his  Ijody  who  could 
enjoy  the  Scottish  estate  singly. 

Pleaded /or  Count  Leopoldus: — In  virtue   of 
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the  condition  referred  to,  the  har  succeeding  to       ^^^^ 
both  estates  is  boimd  to  denude  in  favour  of  the     LEii-iB 
next  subsequent  heir  of  tailzie  in  the  order  of  sue*     i.vsLiE. 
cession  thereby  appointed,  and  it  is  undoubted  that 
the  appellant  is  the  next  heir. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  heirs  male  of  Count 
Charles  are  preferred  to  James  Leslie,  the  son  of 
Marjory.  The  sole  intention  of  the  proviso  was, 
that  the  two  estates  should  be  kept  separate ;  where- 
as, by  the  construction  put  upon  it  by  the  Court 
below,  the  respondent,  and  the  heirs  female  of 
Count  Charles,  are  to  succeed  before  any  of  Count 
Charles's  sons,  though  none  have  as  yet  succeeded) 
and  some  of  them,  in  all  probability,  never  will 
succeed  to  the  German  estate. 

Although  not  only  the  heir  male  succeeding  to 
both  estates,  but  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  are 
bound  to  denude — these  words  are  not  to  be  ex- 
tended farther  than  the  sense  necessarily  demands; 
and  the  plain  sense  is,  that  these  heirs  male  shall 
only  denude  of  the  one  when  they  succeed  to  the 
other,  and  it  would  be  hard  to  exclude  the  apparent 
heir  to  the  German  estate,  as  he  may  possibly  never 
succeed  to  that  estate. 

Pleaded  for  Count  Antonius : — It  is  not  all  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  persons  succeed- 
ing to  both  estates  who  are  excluded,  but  only  that 
heir  male  who  shall  succeed  to  the  German  estate. 
The  Scottish  estate  is  declared  to  be  redeemable 
.  from  the  heirs  male  succeeding,  and  from  his  heir 
male  aforesaid ;  by  which  expression,  the  general 
description  of  heirs  male  is  restricted  to  the  ap* 
parent  heir  male,  or  the  eldest  son  of  the  person 
succeeding,  who  is  the  only  proper  heir  male. 

The  general  purpose  of  the  two  entails  was, 
that  the  Balquhain  estate  should  always  devolve  to 
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^^^'       the  second  son  of  the  person  succeeding  to  both 
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LEIL1B  estates ;  and  it  was  never  intended  that  the  female 
descendants  of  the  entailer  should  succeed,  as  long 
as  there  was  any  such  second  son  capable  of  enjoy- 
ing it 

It  could  not  have  been  intended  that  all  the  male 
descendants  of  the  person  obliged  to  denude  should 
be  dqihved  of  that  right  of  succession  which. they 
were  otherwise  entitled  to.  The  second  son  of 
this  person  is  uniformly  preferred.  If  George  had 
succeeded  to  the  German  property,  his  second  ^on, 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  deed,  must  have  suc- 
ceeded to  Balquhain ;  and  yet,  in  another  part, 
Geoi^  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  who  s^all 
succeed,  are  bound  to  denude. 

If  the  words  do  not  necessarily  import  an  ex- 
clusion of  all  the  male  descendants  of  the  person 
succeeding,  there  can  be  no  reason  for  giving  it 
such  a  construction.  The  only  intention  was,  that 
the  two  estates  should  be  possessed  by  difierent 
persons,  and  this  intention  is  as  fully  answered  by 
the  succession  of  a  second  son  as  it  can  be  by  that 
of  the  remotest  relation. 

Pleaded  for  James  Leslie .'— Count  Charles  must 
denude,  as  the  express  purpose  of  the  settlement 
was,  that  the  same  person  should  not  possess  both 
estates. 

The  words,  •*  other  heirs  male  of  my  body,*'  ne- 
cessarily apply  to  all  the  heirs  male  of  the  entail- 
er's body,  other  than  George  and  his  male  de- 
scendants, whose  succession  to  both  estates  is  re- 
gulated by  the  preceding  clause. 

Count  Charles  cannot  denude  in  favour  of  Count 
Leopoldus,  otherwise  instead  of  establishing  a  sepa- 
rate representation  of  the  family  in  the  Scottish 
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estate,  that  estate  would  become  merely  an  append-       ^^*^ 
age  to  the  property  in  Germany.  leslie 

Count  Charles  is  not  bound  to  denude  in  &vour     leclie. 
of  Antonius. 

1.  Because  in  terms  of  the  settlement,  the  person 
who  loses  or  irritates  his  right,  irritates  foi'  himself^ 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  i.  e.  his  whole  male 
descendants. 

2.  if  Antonius  is  not  considered  as  an  heir  male 
of  the  body  of  Count  Charle^^  he  is  not  called  to 
the  succession  ;  if  he  is  considered  as  such,  he  is 
excluded  by  the  devcdving  clause. 

3.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  irritant  clauses  in  en- 
tails either  exclude  the  person  only  who  irritates,  . 
so  as  to  make  the  estate  descend  to  his  next  heir,  or 
they  exclude  the  whole  descendants  of  his  body, 
and  make  way  fol-  the  next  branch.  The  law 
knowB  no  other  alternative ;  and  as  ncme  other  is 
provided  by  the  entail,  the  succession  now  opens 
to  the  next  branch. 

But  Count  Charles  is  to  denude  in  favour  of  the 
respondeat)  because  he  is  manifestly  the  next  per- 
son in  the  line  of  succession  after  Count  Charles, 
^d  the  heir*  male  of  hid  body. 

After  hearing  counsel,  *^  it  is  ordered  and  adjudg-  /udgment, 
•*  ed,  &c.  that  the  swd  appeals  of  Charies  Cajetan  ^^^P'"' 
**  Count  Leslie,  and  Leopoldus  Count  I^esKe,  be, 
*'  and  the  sanie  are  hereby  dismissed;  and  upon  the 
**  *aid  appeal  of  Antonius  Count  Leslie,  it  is  or- 
"  dered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said  interlocutor 
**  of  the  ^th  February  1741,  be,  and  the  same  is 
"  hereby  reversed,  and  that  at  the  latter  end  of  the 
"  recital  in  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  20th  Feb- 
**  ruary,  17^1,  after  the  words,  (*  from  the  said*) 
'*  the  following  words,  ("lieir  male  who  shall  sue- 
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1742.       "  ceed  to  both  estates,  and  his  heirs  male/')  be 

LjgLiE  "  ^^^  ^^^  ^"^  these  words,  (*  heirs  male  who  shall 
V'  <  succeed  to  both  the  said  estates,  azrd  his  heir 
^  male/)  be  inserted  instead  thereof^  and  that  after 
"  the  words,  (*  that  he  and,')  the  foUowing  words, 
"  (*  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,')  be  left  out,  and 
*^  these  words,  (^  his  eldest  son  as  his  heir  male,') 
*^  be  inserted  instead  thereof;  and  it  is  further  or- 
'<  dered  and  adjudged,  that  so  much  of  the  inter- 
"  locutor  of  the  20th  February,  1741,  whereby 
<<  the  Lords  of  Session  found,  *  That  Charles  Count 

<  Leslie,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  being  thus 
'  excluded  from  the  estate  of  Balquhain,  in  the 

.   *  event  that  hath  happened  of  his  succeeding  to 

<  both  estates,   the  respondent,   James  Leslie  of 
\  Fitcaple,  is  the  next  heir  of  tailzie  to  whom  the 

*  estate  of  Balquhain  now  devolves ;  and  that  Char- 

*  les  Count  Leslie  is  obliged  to  denude  in  his 

*  favour ;  and  that  Leopoldus  and  Antonius  Leslies, 

*  being,  by  the  substitution  in  the  entail,  called  to 

*  the  succession  in  their  order,  only  as  heirs  male 
'  of  the  body  of  the  said  Count  Charles ;  they  are, 

*  in  like  manner,  as  heirs  male  of  his  body,  exclud- 
^  ed  from  the  succession  to  the  estate  of  Balquhain 

*  in  the  event  that  liath  now  happened  of  their 
^  fatlier's  succeeding  to  both  estates ;  and  that, 

*  therefore.  Count  Charles,  their  father,  cannot  de- 

<  nude  in  their  favour,  but  ought  to  denude  in 
^  favour  of  the  said  James  Leslie,  the  next  heir ; 

*  and,  therefore,  they  decerned  the  said  Charles 

<  Count  Leslie  to  denude  himself  of  the  estate  of 

<  Balquhain  in  favour  of  the  said  James  Leslie  of 

*  Fitcaple,  and  declared  the  same  redeemable  by 
^  the  said  James  Leslie  of  Fitcaple  from  the  said 

*  Charles  Count  Leslie,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
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<  body,  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  ten  merks  Scots 

<  money,  in  terms  of  the  said  entail/  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  reversed,  and  it  is  hereby  declar* 
ed  that  the  appellant,  Antonius  Count  Leslie, 
second  son  of  the  said  Charles  Cajetan  Count 

<<  Leslie,  is  the  next  heir  of  tailzie  to  whom  the  said 
^'  estate  of  Balquhain,  in  the  event  which  hath 
**  happened,  devolves,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  deed  of  entail  in  the  said 
appeals  mentioned  i  and  it  is  further  ordered  and 
*^  adjudged,  that  the  said  Charles  Cajetan  Count 
**  Leslie  do  denude  himself  of  the  estate  of  Bal- 
<<  quhain  in  favour  of  the  said  Antonius  Count 
**  Leshe ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the  same 
be  redeemable  by  the  said  Count  Antonius  from 
the  said  Charles  Cajetan  Count  Leslie,  and  his 
**  eldest  son,  as  his  heir  male,  for  payment  of  the 
^^  sum  of  ten  merks  Scots  money  in  terms  of  the 
**  said  entail ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the 
**  residue  of  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  20th 
February,  1741,  not  before  reversed  or  varied, 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed ;  and  that 
**  the  said  Lords  of  Session  do  give  the  necessary 
«  directions  for  carrying  this  judgment  into  exe- 
"  cution/* 
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1742. 

LESLIE 

v. 

LESLIE. 


For  Count  Charles, 
For  Count  Leopoldus, 
For  Count  Antonius, 


For  Leslie  of  Pitcaple, 


{Akx.  LockAari. 
Ch,  Erskine. 
James  Erskine, 
Alex.  Forrester* 
William  Grant. 
Wm.  Murray. 

{Bo,  Craigie^ 
Wm.  Noelj 
A.  H.  CampbelL 
Jas.  Graham. 
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l?4g. 

EDOAE 


MAXWELL. 


V.         Theodore  Edgar,        -         -  Appellant; 

James  Maxwell,    alias  John-  'J    _  , 

V  Bespondent. 


STONE, 


31*/  May,  1742. 


FiAB  AB80L0TB  Avo  i<iMincD.-**A]i  estate  being  settled  in  a 
marriage  contract  upon  the  h^ra  nmle  of  the  aiarriaga ; 
whom  failings  upon  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  husband 
by  any  other  marriage ;  whom  failings  upon  the  heirs  female 
of  the  marriage ;  found  that  the  heir  male  of  the  second 
marriage,  who  succeeded  to  the  estate,  might  gratoitoasly 
dispose  of  it  to  the  exdosion  of  the  mftslitates,  the  hein 
female  of  the  first  marriage. 

Sbrvigb  of  hbirs. — A  person  being  entitled  to  succeed  to 
lands  in  virtue  of  two  conveyances,  with  different  destina- 
tions, but  neither  of  which  imposed  or  inferred  a  prohibition  to 
alter,  as  against  him,  may,  after  Biakii^  up  titles  upon  one 
of  them,  exclude,  by  a  gratuitous  disposition,  the  heirs  under 
the  other. 


[Kilk.  pp.  148~19S.  Fol.  Diet  1,  192--»9Q0.  filches,  soee 
Service  of  Heirs,  No.  2  ;  voce  Service  and  Confirmation,  No.  6 ; 
Mor.  3089—4325.] 


No.  65.  John  Johnstone  being  inieft  in  the  lands  of 
Elshieshiels,  which  by  the  investitures  stood  pro- 
vided to  heirs  male,  did,  upon  the  marriage  of  bis 
son  Alexander  with  Marion  Grierson,  and  in  terms 
of  the  marriage  contract,  settle  the  said  lands 
upon  Alexander,  and  the  heirs  male  of  liie 
marriage ;  whom  failing,  upon  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  Alexander  of  any  other  marriage ;. 
whom  failing,  upon  the  heirs  female  of  the  mar- 
riage ;  and  he  granted  procuratory  of  resignation 
in  favour  of  the  said  heir,  but  there  was  no  provi- 
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sion  in  tKe  contract  that  Alexander  should  take       i^^- 
up  the  estate  by  virtue  of  that  title  only.  "ijgak 

By  a  clause  in  the  settlement,  reciting,  that  in  maxwill. 
case  Alexander  should  have  heirs  male  by  any 
other  marriage,  the  issue  female  of  this  marriage 
would  be  excluded  from  all  benefit  of  succession 
to  die  estate,  a  particular  provision  is,  in  that  event, 
made  for  the  daughters  of  this  marriage. 

Of  this  marriage,  the  only  issue  were  two  daugh- 
ters, the  eldest  of  whom  had  a  son,  Theodore  Edgar. 

By  a  second  marriage,  Alexander  had  issue  two 
sons,  Gavin  and  Alexander. 

Upon  the  death  of  John  Johnstone,  the  procura- 
tory  of  resignation  not  having  been  executed, 
Alexander  his  son  was,  in  16S8,  served  and  re- 
toured  heir  male  in  special  to  his  father  in  the 
lands,  conformably  to  the  standing  investiture  in 
favour  of  heirs  <  male.  Upon^  Alexander's  death, 
Gravin,  his  eldest  son,  was  in  like  manner  served 
and  retoured  heir  in  special  to  him  in  the  same 
manner,  and  was  infeft;  and  Gavin  having  died 
without  issue,  his  brother  Alexander  made  up  titles 
in  the  same  way.  He  then  executed  a  gratuitous 
disposition  of  the  estate  in  favour  of  hii^  half  bro- 
ther Maxwell,  the  respondent  In  the  mean  time, 
the  daughters  of  John  Johnstone  had  received  pay- 
ment of  their  provisions  under  the  marriage  con- 
tract 

Upon  the  death  of  Alexander,  Theodore  Edgar 
took  out  brieves,  in  order  to  have  himself  served 
heir  of  provision  under  the  marriage  contract. 

He  was  opposed  by  Maxwell,  who  claimed  under 
the  disposition  executed  in  his  favour  by  Alexan- 
der last  mentioned. 


1742. 


EDGA& 

V. 

MAXWELL. 
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There  were  thus  two  questions :  1^  Whether  Alex- 
ander, the  son  of  the  second  marriage,  could,  by  a 
gratuitous  settlement,  dispose  of  the  estate  in  pre- 
judice of  the  heirs  female  of  the  first  marriage,  and 

2.  Whether  this  Alexander,  not  having  made  up 
a  title  as  heir  of  provision  under  the  marriage  con* 
tract,  so  as  to  vest  himself  with  a  right  to  the  pro- 
curatory,  but  having  only  been  served  and  retour- 
ed  as  heir  male  under  the  ancient  investiture,  had 
power  to  dispose  of  the  estate. 

The  Court  of  Session,  upon  the  report  of  the 
Lords  Assessors,  found,  (6th  Jujy,  1736^)  "  that  the 
<^  son  of  the  second  marriage  might  gratuitously 
**  alter  the  destination  in  the  contract  of  marriage, 

and  2.  Repelled  the  objection  that  the  right  to  the 

provision  in  the  contract  of  marriage  had  not  been 

established  in  the  person  of  Alexander  Johnstone  ; 

in  respect  of  the  answer,  that  the  real  right  of  the 
*^  estate  was  established  in  the  said  Alexander's  per- 
"  son/'* 

Edgar  reclaimed,  and  pleaded  further,  that 
to  some  parts  of  the  lands  settled  by  the  mar- 
riage contract,  Alexander,  under  whose  deed  alone 
Maxwell  claimed,  never  had  been  served*  heir^  or 
made  vp  any  title  whatsoever ;  that  he  could  not 
therefore  dispose  of  these  lands,  but  that  they 
must   necessarily  belong    to   the    petitioner,    as 

*  Upon  the  second  point  it  was  hM,  that  "  where  one  has  it  in  his 
"  power  to  make  up  his  right  to  an  estate  by  either  of  two  titles,  ex,  gr. 
'*  either  upon  the  destination  in  his  uiarriage  contract^  or  upon  the  an- 
"  dent  investiture  of  the  estate,  and  is  under  no  restraint  which  of  the 
"  two  he  shall  chuse ;  if  he  chuse  to  make  up  his  title  on  the  one,  ex. 
gr.  upon  the  ancient  iuyestitures,  and  convey  away  the  estate  as  in 
the  present  case,  no  subsequent  heir  can  take  up  the  estate  by  virtue 
of  the  provision  in  the  contract  of  maniage,  and  thereupon  quarrel 
that  conveyance." — (Kilkerran.) 
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heir  of  provision.     The  Court,  upon  advising  this       1749. 
petition,  with  answers^  (29th  July,)  adhered, — ^but 
remitted  to  Ix)rd  Elchies,  Ordinary,  to  hear  parties    ^^^^ 
on  the  point  with  relation  to  the  lands  in  which 
Gavin  and  Alexander  Johnston  had  not  been  in- 
feft. 

Upon  this  point  it  was  maintained  by  Maxwell, 
that  the  service  of  Alexander,  as  heir  male  to  his 
father,  implied  that  he  was  heir  male  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  of  consequence  entitled  him  to  the  pro- 
curatory  of  resignation  in  the  settlement,  as  heir  of 
provision. 

The  Court,  however,  upon  the  report  of  the 
Lord  Ordinary,  (21st  July,  1738,)  found  "  that 
"  Gavin  Johnston's  service  as  heir  male  in  general  to 
"  his  father,  did  not  carry  right  to  the  procuratory  of 
<<  resignation  contained  in  the  contract  of  marriage, 
"  which  was  destined  to  heirs  male  of  the  marriage 
"  with  Marion  Grierson ;  and  that,  therefore,  Theo- 
**  dore  Edgar,  the  heir  female  of  the  marriage,  may 
**  be  served  heir  of  provision  to  the  procuratory  of 
"  resignation/**  Edgar  was  served  accordingly,  and 
thereafter,  i 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  him  from  the  inter-  Entered 
locutors  of  the  6th  and  29th  July,  17^6.  ^'  ^'  '"^* 

Pleaded  far  the  Appellant : — The  heirs  male  of 
John,  to  whom  the  estate  was  by  the  old  investi- 
ture to  descend,  were  bound  by  the  marriage  con- 
tract to  perform  the  engagements  then  entered  in- 
to in  behalf  of  the  heirs  appointed  by  the  contract. 
The  only  right  which  Alexander  the  younger 
transferred  by  his  disposition,  was  the  right  which 

•  Kilk.  p.  608 ;  Fol.  Diet.  11.  345 ;  Mor.  14015. 

v6l.'i.  Z 
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i7ig.      he  had  ae  heir  to  his  father^  undsr  the  old  investi- 
^DQ4&      tiures ;  and  Alexander's  assignee,  who  could  only 
9ti^nd  in  his  place^  must  be  liable  to  perform  the 
contract  which  Alexander  himself  was  bound  to 
make  good  to  the  heirs  of  provision. 

S.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  no  deed  by  a  person 
pretending  to  be  heir  can  be  e&ctual,  unless  his 
titles  shall  have  undergone  the  examination  of 
m  inquest,  and  been  approved  of  by  them  on 
oath.  Unless  that  sanction  ia  obtained,  he  has 
no  power  over  the  estate^  and  his  title  is  incotx^ 
plete.  Alexander's  title,  however,  as  heii  of  provi- 
sion undeir  the  marriage  contract,  never  was  com- 
pleted, nor  could  h^  consequently  make  an  effectual 
conveyance. 

That  he  never  did  establish  a  right  to  the  pro- 
euratory  of  resignation,  is  dear  from  the  intearloco- 
^  of  the  dlst  July  17S8f  (not  appealed  from,) 
authorizing  the  appellant  to  serve  as  heir  of  provi- 
sioB  to  the  pf  ocuratory. 

Pleaded  for  theBespmdmt;-^!.  Marnage  settle- 
ments, without  restrictive  and  irritant  dauses^  are 
not  of  the  nature  of  entails,  and  are  binding  only 
en  the  contracting  partie(^  and  thi^  vierely  in  fa- 
vour of  the  per^QtHt  pradUeeUp.f  who  in  the  promit 
ease  were  the  som  of  the  marriage ;  but  aa  soon 
as  the  first  heir  takes  the  estate,  or  any  sub9titut« 
takes  it  upon  his  failure,  the  pexsoA  so  taking  hddf 
it  tattqumm  optimum  ma^fimmh  and  qua  4i9{K»e 
of  it  gratuitously }  the  9ub&tituti9Q  ifb  devour  q( 
the;  iMxt  heirs  being  of  the  nature  of  %  simple  d^ 
tination,  and  therefore  alterable  at  pl6»ss»«. 

In  the  event  that  has  happened,  the  only  obfiga^ 
tion  upon  the  heir  male  either  of  the  first  or  of 
the  second  marriage,  in  fitvour  of  the  daughters  of 
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the  first  marriage,  was  as  to  the  payment  of  the  por-       i74a 
tions  provided  to  them,  which  they  have  received,      mdqak 

2.  Where  any  person  has  two  or  more  unlimited  ^^^J^^j^^ 
titles  to  the  same  estate,  he  may  use  and  establish 
the  rights  in  his  own  person  by  any  of  those  titles  he 
pleases,  and  no  succeeding  heir  can  quarrel  his  pre- 
decessors having  made  up  his  title  in  that  manner, 
especially  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  where  there 
was  no  proviso  by  the  marriage  contract,  that  the 
heir  of  the  marriage  should  possess  the  estate  under 
that  title  only }  and  therefore,  though  neither  of  the 
sons  were  served  and  retoured  heir  of  provision  under 
the  contract,  yet  as  they  were  served  heirs  male  in 
special  to  their  father,  and  infi^  in  the  estate,  they 
acquired  as  absolute  a  property  by  that  form  of 
title,  as  if  they  had  made  up  their  titles  as  heirs  of 
provision. 

After  hearing  counsel,  <<  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  /udgment, 
"judged,  &c,  that  the  several  interlocutors  com- ^•y^*'^'^**' 
^*  {Gained  of  be  aflirmed/' 


For  Appellant,  B.  Craigie,  W.  Mwrtay^  Ck. 
ErMne. 
For  Respondent,  Jos.  Erskme^  Al.  Porretter. 
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1748. 

AiNSLiE     George  Ain§lie,       Appellant; 

AEBUTHNOT,  Arbuthnot  &  Co., Respoudents. 


&c. 


7th  February  1749. 

Factor — Bill  of  Exchange.— A  factor  taking  bills  in  his 
own  name,  from  his  constituent's  debtor,  without  giving  no- 
tice thereof  to  his  constituent,  found  liable  for  the  loss  aris- 
ing from  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor. 

«  

[Kilk.  p.  182.     Fol.  Diet.  III.  202.    Elchies,  voce  BiH  of  Ex- 

change.  No.  20.     Mor.  Diet.  4065.] 


No.  66.  Arbuthnot  and  Co.  were  employed  by  Ainslie, 
merchant  at  Bourdeaux^  to  receive  and  collect 
the  rents  of  an  estate  which  he  had  purchased  near 
Edinburgh. 

They  agreed  in  1731  with  one  Cave,  a  brewer,  to 
let  him  have  the  barley  on  the  estate  for  two  years 
at  a  certain  rate  per  boll,  and  that  the  price  should 
be  paid  at  Martinmas  in  each  year  after  the  delivery 
of  the  barley ;  and  they  immediately  gave  Ainslie 
notice  of  this  agreement  by  letter.  At  the  terra  of 
payment,  however,  instead  of  the  money,  Arbuth- 
not and  Company  took  Cave's  bills  or  promissory 
notes,  bearing  interest,  to  the  company.  No  intima^ 
tion  of  this  arrangement  was  given  to  Ainslie  ; 
nor  did  he  appear  to  have  received  the  interest 
thus  stipulated  when  he  received  the  price  of  the 
barley  at  the  settlement  of  his  account  with  his  fac- 
tors in  1731. 

Arbuthnot  and  Co.  continued  to  deal  with  Cave, 
upon  the  same  terms  as  formerly,  until  Cave's  bank- 
ruptcy in  January  1735 ;  but  they  did  not  give 
Ainslie  notice  of  the  nature  of  these  terms  by  letter, 
nor  did  these  appear  from  their  accounts.     Ainslie 
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then  brought  an  action  of  count  and  reckoning       ly^s- 
against  Arbuthnot  and  Co.,  and  insisted  that  they     aivslie 
were  accountable  to  him  for  all  the  sums  contained  in  AaBUTHNOT, 
the  bills,  and  must  suffer  the  loss  occasioned  by  Cave's        ^^ 
bankruptcy.    The  defenders  objected  that  the  bills 
had  been  taken  with  a  view  of  placing  so  much  of  the 
appellant's  money  out  at  interest,  which  otherwise 
would  have  yielded  him  no  profit.     The  pursuer 
answered  that  he  had  never  authorized  the  trans- 
action  ;  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended  for 
his  advantage,  he  never  having  received  notice  of 
it  either  by  letter  or  in  his  accounts  ;  and  that  the 
interest  never  having  been  paid  to  him,  but  hay- 
ing, in  regard  to  some  of  the  bills  at  least,  gone 
into  the  pockets  of  the  defenders,  the  loss  ought 
to  fall  upon  them. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Elchies)  reported  the  case 
to  the  Court  upon  informations ;  upon  advising 
which,  their  Lordships  found,  (7th  June  17390 

*  That  Arbuthnot  and  Co.  having  taken  bills  in 

*  their  own  names  from  Joseph  Cave,  and  having 

*  given  up  the  receipts  given  by  Cave  to  the  ten- 

*  ants,  without  making  entry  in  their  books,  or 

*  taking  any    other    document    that    these   bills 

*  were  for  the  behoof  of  George  Ainslie,  and  with- 

*  out  giving  any  notice  to  George  Ainslie  that  they 

*  had  taken  these  bills  in  their  own  name  for  his 
'  behoof, — ^that  the  bills  so  taken  were  upon  the 

*  proper  risk  of  Arbuthnot  and  Co.,*  &c. 

Upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition,  however, 
with  answers,  the  Court  (July  14,  1739)  altered 
this   interlocutor,  and   found,    *  That  in  this  case 

*  there  is  no  fault  or  neglect  chargeable  on  the 

*  part  of  the  petitioners,  Arbuthnot  and  Co.,  suflS- 

*  dent  to  transfer  the  risk  of  the  bills  in  question 
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JT^-       *  upon  them ;  but  Ihat  the  contents  of  these  bills, 

AiNSLiE     *  in  so  far  as  composed  frcrni  Joseph  Cave's  ac- 

ARButHNOT,  *  couttts  iu  the  company's  books,  and  taken  for  the 

^^*        '  pursuer's  barley  therein  stated  as  sold  and  deli- 

*  vered  to  Joseph  Cave,  do  still  remain  a  debt  up- 
'  on  Mr.  Ainslie,  the  pui'suer's  proper  risk ;  and 

*  therefore  repelled  the  objection  proposed  for  the 
'  pursuer  against  stating  such  part  of  these  bills  to 

*  the  company's  credit,  and  remitted  to  the  hcftd 

*  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly.'  They  after- 
wards adhered. 

Entered^  The  appeal  was  brought  from,  these  interlocu- 

83dNov.i74«.  j^j^  ^f  ^^^  j^^j^  ^f  j^jy  ^^  jg^,^  ^f  December, 

1789. 
Judgment,      «  After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad* 
7thFeb.i74s.„j^^jg^j  &c-  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  14th 

"  July  1789,  and  the  interlocutor  otiiie  18th  De- 
**  cember  fdlowing,  adhering  thereto,  be,  and  the 
*<  same  are  hereby  reversed  ^  and  that  in  die  inter- 
"  locutor  of  the  7th  June  1739,  in  the  appeal  men- 
'•  tioned,  these  words  (*  without  making  entry  in 

*  their  books,  or  taking  any  other  document  diat 

*  these  bills  were  for  the  behoof  o£  George  Ain- 

*  slie,  and')  be  omitted ;  and  that  the  said  interlocn- 
*^  tor  with  this  omission  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
"  affirmed," 

For  Appellant,  G.  Clark,  C.  Erskine, 
For  Respondents,  iZ»  Crmgie,  W.  Mwrruy. 

Kilkeoan  nyt  thai  the  inteiioctttor  1 4th  Jvly  ''  was  pionooBoed, 
Dot  upon  the  general  point,  but  upon  the  specUi  facit,  it  being 
diought  to  appear  from  m  book  eaUed  a  Bfll  Book,  that  there  naa 
''evidence  of  soeh  potiiog  aa  thefiBmMv  interidcutor  had  anppeadd 
"  neoessary ;  but  thia  kst  judgment  was  reveiaed  upon  an  app(^«  the 
*'  House  of  Peers  having  no  regard  to  a  bill-book,  as  not  nomen  juris." 


« 
it 
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William  Campbell,         -  -      Appellant: 

Margaret  Campbell  and  Husband,  SespdnthnU. 

17th  February,  1743. 

S0B6TITUTB     ANB     COKDITXONAIi      InBTITUTB.  «-^  ClAUSB.  •^ 

A  destinatiaii  of  penonel  property  to  A ;  and  in  cam  cfkii 
decease  to  B,  fbund  to  be  a  proper  substitutioii,  which  subdtt*' 
ed  although  the  institute  survived  the  testator. 
Pound  that  this  substitution^  although  alterable  by  the  insti- 
tute, -was  not  affected  by  a  previous  general  disposition  of  all 
tfaiS  might  bekmg  to  him  at  his  death. 


ir4S. 


CAlCraBLL 
CAMtaXLI. 

Attn  ntts- 

BAWD. 


[Kamea>  lUta.  D«c^  pp.  M,  S6.  Kilk.  p.  5£1 — ^Blchies,  No.  7, 
MM  Legac|r«     Fol.  Diet.  iw.  SQd.    Mot.  Diet.  14855.^ 


«** 


John  Campbell  executed  a  genend  disposition  of  No.  67* 
the  whole  effects,  debts,  sums  of  money,  &c.  which 
aught  belong  to  bim  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in 
favour  of  William,  his  eldest  son,  with  the  burden 
of  provisions  to  his  other  children,  Matthew,  Da- 
niel, and  Margaret.  Daniel  made  his  will  at  sea, 
on  a  voyage  from  the  East  Indies,  in  May  1739f 
bequeathing  all  his  money  and  effects  to  **  John 
Campbell,  his  father }  and,  in  case  of  John'^  de- 
cease, to  Margaret,  his  beloved  sister.''  Daniel 
at  sea  the  same  months  and  in  June  following 
John  the  father  died  also»  without  having  heard 
of  Daniel's  death,  or  of  the  will  which  had  been 
made  by  him. 
A  competiAon  then  arose  as  to  Daniel's  suc- 


« 


« 


BAND. 
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174S.  cession  between  William  and  his  sister  Marga- 
CAMPBELL  ret.  William  brought  an  action  against  her  and 
CAMPBELL  ^^^  husband,  concluding  to  have  it  found  that  the 
^ND  Hus-  substitution  in  fevour  of  Margaret  was,  in  effect, 
but  a  conditional  institution.  It  was  argued  that 
substitutions,  with  regard  to  moveable  effects,  were 
considered  merely  as  the  vulgar  substitutions  of  the 
Roman  law,  si  Jieres  non  erity  according  to  which 
the  substitution  did  not  take  effect  if  the  institute 
survived  the  testator  ;  and,  as  in  the  present  case, 
John  survived  his  son  the  testator,  the  substitu- 
tion in  favour  of  Margaret  became  void ;  and  2dly, 
That  Daniel's  effects  being  vested  in  John  by  his 
survivance,  were  carried  by  his  previous  general 
settlement  in  favour  of  the  pursuer. 

Even  supposing  the  settlement  executed  by  Da- 
niel to  have  contained  a  proper  substitution,  it  was 
at  all  events  merely  a  simple  destination,  which, 
even  in  the  case  of  lands,  and  still  more  in  the  case 
of  persotial  property,  was  alterable  by  John  the 
institute  j  and  it  was  effectually  altered  by  the 
settlement  previously  executed  by  him,  by  which 
he  conveyed,  in  express  terms,  in  favour  of  the 
pursuer,  all  the  effects  that  should  belong  to  him 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 

It  was  answered,  1,  That  this  subtlety  of  the 
Roman  law  upon  the  doctrine  of  conditional  insti- 
tution and  substitution  was  founded  upon  the  sup- 
posed impossibilily  of  a  man  naming  an  heir  to  his 
heir,  or,  in  other  words,  of  making  a  proper  sub- 
stitution. But  the  doctrines  of  our  law  upon  this 
subject  are  very  different,  and  the  rule  is,  that  any 
express  substitution  excludes  the  legal  succession ; 
Sdly,  All  that  it  can  be  supposed  that  John  intend- 
ed to  convey  by  his  general  disposition,  were  his 
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CAMPBELL 

V, 
CAMPBELL 
AND  RUB- 


BAND. 


proper  effects,  which,  but  for  that  settlement,  would  174s. 
have  descended  to  his  heirs  ab  intestato.  There  is 
nothing  in  that  deed  or  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
parties,  from  which  it  can  be  presumed  that  the  fa- 
ther intended  to  void  the  substitution  in  Daniel's 
will,  which  indeed  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time ; 
and  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  Daniel's  effects 
must  ex  necessitate  be  carried  by  the  mere  force 
of  the  words  in  the  father's  settlement. 

The  Lords,  upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary, (13th  June  1740,)  found  *  That  the  substitu- 
'  tion  in  favour  of  the  defender  Margaret  in  her 

*  brother  Daniel's  will  does  subsist,  notwithstand- 
'  ing  the  institute  John  Campbell  his  father  did 

*  survive  the    said  testator ;    and,   found.   That 
^  the  general  disposition  in  the  year  1734  granted 

*  by  the  said  John  Campbell  to  the  pursuer  several 

*  years  before  the  said  will,  does  not  evacuate  the 
'  said  substitution ;  but  that  the  same  does  still 

*  subsist.' 
The  Court,  upon  advising  a  petition  and  an- 
swers, and,  after  a  hearing  in  presence,  adhered, 
(12th  November  I74O.) 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors  Entered 
of  the  13th  June  and  12th  November  I740.  mg.^^' 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment. 


(( 


judged,  &c.  that  the  petition  and  appeal  be,  and  February  17, 
<*  are  hereby  dismissed ;  and  that  the  interlocutors 
complained  of  be  aflirmed," 


« 


For  Appellant,  WUUam  Noel^  A*  Hume  Camjh 
heU. 
For  Respondents,  R.  Craigie,  W.  Murray. 
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17iS. 


RUMB  CAMP- 
BELL 
V, 
HUME^  &C. 


The  Honourable   Alexandee        \  AtmMatU  • 
Hume  Campbell,  -        j      ppcwm^ , 

David  Hume,  Esq.  Sheriflf-Depute  \ 

of  Berwickshire,  and  John  Sin-  VBespandenU. 

-        -         .  '  / 


CLAIR, 


1st  March  1748. 

MsvBBB  OF  Pabliambnt.— Acv  7*  Geo.  II.  c.  16.— No  acti<m 
liea  upon  this  statute  against  the  Sheriff,  for  making  a  double 
return ;  but  action  lies  against  the  derk  chosen  hf  the  mino- 
rity of  the  kneeting,  who  4eced«  ^m  the  rest,  for  Muning 
U  tho  SbBiiStbm  iMiididaite  eledad  by  that  nmioritf. 


[Diet.  tit.  438.— Slchies,  No.   U,  voce  Memb.  of  Puri.  ind 

No>  3,  vooe  Ap^aL^ 


Na  68.   By  the  above  act.  it  is  provided^  that  <  if  the  clerk 
^  of  any  meeting  of  freeholder^  for  the  election  of 

*  a  Commissioner  to  serve  in  ^Parliament  for  any 

*  shire  in  Scotland^   shall  wilfully  return  to  the 

<  Sheriff  any  other  person  than  him  who  is  duly 

*  elected^  or  if  any  person,  pretending  to  be  clerks 

<  not  duly  dected,  shall  presume  to  act  as  clerks 

<  and  shall  make  such  a  return,  the  party  offend* 

<  ing  shall  forfeit  L.500,  to  be  recovered  by  the 
'  candidate  to  whose  pr^udioo  such  &lse  return 

*  is  made/ 

It  is  also  provided^  <  that  any  Sheriff  who  shall 

<  wiyvUy  annex  to  the  writ  any  false  or  undme 
'  return  shall  forfeit  L.5(X).' 
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At  the  meeting  of  the  freeholders  of  Berwick-       '^^- 
shire  in  May  1741,  for  electing  a  mem^ber  of  Par-  h^me  camp- 
liament  for  the  coun1^%  the  candidates  were  Mr.         «. 
Hume   CampbeU  (the  appellant,)  and  Sir  John   ""^«>«^«- 
Sinclair.     Considerable  divisions  took  place — ^the 
particulars  of  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  investi* 
gate.     The  result  was,  that  the  meeting  was  split 
into  two  parties ;   that  a  preses  and  clerk  were 
chosen  by  each,  and  that  two  returns  were  made  to 
the  Sheriff,  one  by  Sinclair  (as  clerk  to  the  minor 
division  of  the  meeting)  in  favour  of  1^  John  Sin- 
clair, as  the  person  duly  elected  Commissioner  for 
the  county-^^the  other  by  another  person  as  clerk 
of  the  majority  in  favour  of  Mr«  Hume  Campbell. 

Mr*  Hume,  the  Sheriff,  annexed  both  returns  to 
the  writ. 

Upon  this  the  appellant  preferred  a  petition  and 
complaint,  both  against  the  Sheriff  and  against  Sin- 
clair^ founded  upon  the  above  act,  and  condlidii^ 
against  each  for  the  penalty  of  L.5(X). 

The  Court,  upon  advising  the.  petition  and  com- 
plainty  found  (Dec*  9»  1741)  that  in  the  case  of 
^<  double  returns^  no  action  lies  against  the  Sheriff 

upon  the  statute  of  the  7th  of  the  King,  intitled 

an  act  for  the  better  regulating  elections,  he.  i  and 
<*  found  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  for  prov«- 

ing  the  complaint  against  Sinclair,  the  clerk,  and 

that  neither  his  assuming  the  office  of  clerk,  nor 
'^luB  returning  Sir  John  Sinclair  to  the  Sheri^ 

as  the  person  elected  by  the  meeting  in  which  he 

acted  as  clerk,  does  subject  him  to  the  penalty 
''  provided  by  the  said  statute  for  a  wilful  false  xt^ 
'^tum^  and  therefore  assoilzied"  both  defenders 
from  the  whole  conclusions  of  the  libel. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor  of    Entered 
9th  Dec.  1741.  ^,£^- 


u 
u 

4< 
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1748.  Pleaded  for    the   Appellant:  —  A  false  don- 

HUME  cAMpT  hie  return  is   as   much  against  law  and  justice, 

"^"*  and  as  prejudicial  to  the  candidate  duly  elect- 
HUME,  &c.  ed — ^as  a  false  single  return,  and  must  there- 
fore be  considered  an  undue  return  within  the 
words  and  meaning  of  the  statute  ;  and  this  statute 
being  a  remedial  law,  calculated  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  constitution,  and  the  rights  of  the  free- 
holders, ought  to  be  construed  in  the  manner  most 
proper  to  attain  these  ends. 

Against  Sinclair  (the  clerk)  it  was  maintained 
to  be  clear  from  the  evidence,  that,  though  not 
chosen  by  the  meeting,  he  did  presume  to  act  as 
clerk,  and  did  wilfully  return  a  person  as  duly 
elected  who  was  not  elected  by  the  majority  of 
thfe  freeholders-— and,  that  being  present  during 
the  whole  proceedings,  he  must  have  known,  not 
only  that  he  himself  had  not  been  duly  elected  to 
the  office  of  clerk,  but  likewise  that  the  appellant 
was  the  person  duly  elected  by  the  majori^, 
commissioner  for  the  county. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents  (Mr.  Hume:) — ^By 
the  words  of  the  statute,  no  person  complaining  of  a 
return  made  to  his  prejudice,  is  entitled  to  recover  any 
penalty  firom  the  Sheriff,  except  the  person  entitled  to 
be  returned,  and  not  returned.  But  where  there  is  a 
double  return,  and  the  Sheriff,  on  account  of  the 
difficulty  of  the  case,  submits  the  whole  to  the 
judgment  of  the  House  of  Commons,  to  decide 
upon  the  right  of  the  parties,  neither  of  them  can 
say  that  he  isT  not  returned,  or  entitled  on  that 
ground  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  Sheriff. 

If  the  words  of  the  statute  do  not  extend  to 
double  retiuns,  no  rule  of  construction  ought  to 
carry  the  penalty  further  than  the  words  warrant 
Cases  omitted  in  framing  penal  statutes,  ought  not  to 
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be  brought  within  them  by  construction,  on  the       ^^^3. 


CAMP- 
BELL 
V. 


ground  that  though  not  within  the  words,  they  were  humk 
within  the  plain  meaning  of  the  legislature :  such 
statutes  are  always  strictly  interpreted.  humb,  &c 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent^  (Sinclair :) — There  is 
no  evidence  that  the  respondent  had  wilfidly  made 
a  false  return,  that  is,  contrary  to  his  own  know- 
ledge and  conviction.  He  acted  as  clerk,  because* 
he  thought  he  had  been  so  elected,  and  the  return 
made  by  him  was  that  which,  if  his  own  election 
had  been  good,  ought  to  have  been  made. 

After  hearing  counsel,  *<  it  is  ordered  and  adjudged.    Judgment, 
"  &c.  that  so  much  of  the  said  interlocutor,  whereby     '*\  JJ^^^* 
<^  the  Lords  of  Session  found,  <  that  in  the  case  of 

*  double  returns,  no  action  lies  against  the  Sheriff 

*  upon  the  statute  of  the  7th  of  the  King,  intitled 
^  an  act  for  the  better  regulating  the  elections,  &c. 

<  and  therefore  assoilzied  the  said  David  Hume 
'  the  Sheriff,  from  the  petition  and  complaint 
'  mentioned  in  the  said  appeal,  whole  conclusions 

<  thereof,  and  penalties  craved  thereby,  and  de- 
'  cemed  and  declared  him  quit  thereof,  and  free 
'  therefrom,  now  and  in  all  time  coming,'  be,  and 

the  same  is  hereby  affirmed ;  and  that  so  much  of 
the  said  interlocutor,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Ses- 
"  sion  found,   *  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence 

*  for  proving  the  complaint  against  John  Sinclair, 

*  the  clerk,  and  that  neither  tiie  assuming  the  of- 

*  fice  of  clerk,  nor  his  returning  Sir  John  Sinclair 

*  to  the  Sheriff,  as  the  person  elected  by  the  meet- 
^  ing,  in  which  he  acted  as  clerk,  does  subject  him 

*  to  the  penalty  provided  by  the  said  statute  for  a 

<  wilful  false  return;  and  therefore  assoilzied  the  said 
^  John  Sinclair,  the  clerk,  firom  the  aforesaid  petition, 

*  and  complaint,  whole  conclusions  thereof,  and  pe« 
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^^^'       *  nalties  craved  thereby,  and  decerned  and  declared 

HUMi  CAMP*  <  him  quit  thereof,  and  free  therefrom,  now  and 

'\^.^       *  in  all  time  coming/  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 

Bvu%,  &c.    «  reversed ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the  re- 

^*  spondent,  John  Sinclair,  is  guilty  of  wilfully  mak- 

<<  ing  a  false  return  to  the  Sheriff  of  the  shire  of  Ber- 

*^  wick,  contrary  to  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  and  is 

**  liable  to  the  penalty  thereby  inflicted  i  and  it  is 

**  therefore  ordained  and  adjudged,  that  the  said 

'*  John  Sinclair  do  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  appel- 

<'  lant,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  pounds  sterling, 

according  to  the  said  act  of  Parliament :     And 

it  is  hereby  further  ordered^  that  the  Court  of 

'*  Session  do  give  all  the  necessary  and  proper  di« 

"  rections  for  carrying  this  judgment  into  execu- 

« tion." 

For  Appellant,  Mo.   Craigie^   Wm.    Murray^ 
Akx.  Forr^ter. 
For  Respondents,  Fu  Chute,  C.  ErsMne. 
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1749. 


SAaL  or 

SUTHfiftLAND 
«088j  &C 

William,  Earl  of  Sutherland,     -    AppelUmt; 
Ross,  Anderson,  ^^  aUij    ...     Respondents. 

fUtk  Mmrch,  1743. 

SVPBRIOR  AND  Vassal— FOBFBIT0BB.—RSOOONITION. — PSA- 

80NAL  OBJECTION.— Act  1.  Geo.  I.  c.  20. — Act  1.  Geo.  I. 
c.  50.— Act  5.  Geo.  I.  c.  20. — A  vassal  having  incurred  re- 
cognition by  alienating  part  of  his  lands^  and  the  superior^ 
upon  his  subsequent  forfeiture,  having,  in  his  exceptions 
taken  before  the  Court  of  Session  against  the  survey  made  by 
the  tru9t^%  founded  his  claim  solely  upon  1st  Geo.  I.  c.  20, 
and  obtained  decree,  it  was  found  not  competent  for  him 
thereafter  to  insist  in  a  declarator  of  recognition  ,ott  the 
ground  of  the  alienation. 


[Elchies,  voc€  Forfeiture^  No.    .Q 


•"••i^i*^"— ■♦i 


(C 


By  the  act  1  Geo.  I.  c.  20,  entitled,    "  An  No,  69. 
act  for  encouraging  superiors,  vassals,  &c.  in 
Scotland,  who  shall  continue  in  their  duty  to 
his  Majesty,"  it  was  enacted,    *  That  if  any 
'  sul^ect  of  Great  Britain  holding  lands  of  a  sub- 

*  ject  superior  in  Scotland,  had  been,  or  should  be 

*  guilty  of  high  treason,  his  lands,  ^c.  should  re- 

*  cognosce,  and  return  into  the  hands  of  his  supe- 

*  rior,  and  the  property  be  consolidated  with  the 

^  9Upcriority,    so  as  such  superior  did  diligence ' 
'  really  and  without  collusion,  for  attaining  posses- 

*  sion  of  such  lands  within  six  months  fh>m  the  at- 


U43. 
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^  *  tainder  of  the  vassal/    But  it  is  provided,  "That 
EARL  OF      €t  no  attainder  should  exclude  the  riffht  or  dili- 

8UTHERLAND  .      .  °  . 

V.         "  gence  of  any  creditor  remaining  peaceable  and 
ROis,  &c.    „  dutiful,  for  security  of  payment  of  any  just  debt 
"  contracted  before  the  treason  committed." 

By  the  13th  sect  of  the  1st  Geo.  I.  c.  50,  (an 
act  for  vesting  in  his  Majesty  for  the  use  of  the 
public,  all  the  estates  of  persons  attainted  for  high 
treason,)  "  All  persons  having  any  right  or  claim, 
"  &c.  whatsoever  in  law  or  equity,  in  or  to,  &c. 
"  such  estates,"  are  directed  to  enter  the  claim  be- 
fore the  commissioners  in  the  manner  directed,  and 
in  default  thereof,  every  such  right,  claim,  &c. 
shall  be  held  null  and  void,  &c.  and  the  claimant 
is  directed  to  express  particularly  the  nature  of 
his  right  or  claim. 

By  the  5th  Geo.  I.  c.  20,  All  persons  claim- 
ing any  right  to  an  estate,  which  has  been  seized 
by  the  trustees,  &c.  or  claiming  such  estate  as 
superior  or  vassal,  by  virtue  of  the  act  for  encou- 
raging superiors,  are  required  to  present  to  the 
Court  of  Session  their  exceptions  against  the  pos* 
session  taken  by  the  trustees,  together  with  the 
grounds  of  their  right,  &c,  within  the  term  pre- 
scribed. 

The  present  question,  as  affected  by  these  acts, 
arose  out  of  the  following  circumstances :  Lord 
Duffus  (the  vassal  in  the  lands  of  Skelbo,)  was  at- 
tainted of  high  treason  by  act  of  Parliament,  and 
the  estate  was  surveyed  by  the  trustees  as  forfeited 
to  the  crown. 

A  claim  was  then  given  in  for  John,  Earl  of  Su- 
therland, the  superior  of  the  lands,  founded  1st 
upon  the  act  of  the  Ist  Geo.  I.  c.  20,  "for  encou- 
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raging  superiors,''  and  setting  forth  that  he  had       ^^^ 
brought  his  action  within  the  six  months  after    B^RLor 
Lord  Dufius'  attainder ;  and  Sd,  Upon  an  act  of '"'"'J! 
recognition  alleged  to  have  been  coounitted  by    ^^"'^^^ 
Lord  Dufiiis  previous  to  his  attainder,  in  alienat- 
ing the  one  half  of  his  lands  without  consent  of 
his  superior,  and  bearing  that  a  summons  of  de« 
darator  of  recognition,  reduction,  &c.  had  already 
been  instituted  upon  this  ground  against  the  vassal. 

No  determination,  however,  was  pronounced  by 
the  trustees,  and  afterwards  in  pursuance  of  the  3d 
act  above  recited,  (5  th  Geo.  L  clu  20,)  the  Earl 
of  Sutherland,  and  William  Lord  Strathnaver,  his 
son,  presented  to  the  Court  of  Session  their  excep- 
tions against  the  survey  made  of  the  lands  of  Skel- 
bo  by  the  trustees,  and  claimed  the  same  under 
the  act  of  the  1st  Geo.  L  ch.  20.  '^  for  encouraging 
superiors.**  The  Court  of  Session,  (10  Sept  1719,) 
*<  Sustained  the  above  exceptions,  and  declared  the 
«  said  Earl  of  Sutherland  and  his  son  had  right  to 
^<  the  full  property  and  possession  of  the  lands 
**  therein  mentioned,  with  the  burden  always  of  the 
«  payment  of  the,  debts  alSecting  the  same." 

After  this,  some  of  the  creditors  gave  in  claims 
in  virtue  of  this  reservation,  and  were  found  enti- 
tled to  payment  of  their  debts ;  and  the  appellant 
then  instituted  (in  17^6)  an  actibn  of  declarator  of 
recognition,  on  the  ground  (already  mentioned)  that 
Lord  Duffiis  had,  previously  to  his  attainder,  alie-  / 

nated  more  than  half  of  his  estate  without  the  con- 
sent of  his  superior.*    In  this  action  the  creditors 

*  The  effect  of  a  decree  of  reoognidon  would  have  been  to  have  cut 
out  the  creditors  from  their  claim  of  debt,  whereas  under  the  act  **for 
encouraging  superiors/'  ^c.  the  estate  recognoicbg  to  the  superior  was 
burdened  with  the  payment  of  lawM  debts* 
VOL.  I.  2  A 


SAAL  OF 

SUTHBRLANB 

V. 
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1743.  of  Lord  Dufiiis  made  appearance,  and  objected 
that  the  appellant's  father  and  grandfather  having, 
in  place  of  making  up  any  title  to  the  said  estate  by 
R09B,  See.  yirtue  of  the  said  recognition,  claimed  it,  (in  tiieir 
exceptions  to  the  Court  of  Session,)  as  forfeited 
to  them  under  the  act  **  for  encoura^ng  superiors,'' 
and  having  obtained  a  decree,  declaring  the  estate 
to  belong  to  them,  in  respect  of  the  rebellion  of 
their  vassal,  they  thereby  acknowledged  a  right 
and  property  in  their  vassal  at  the  time  of  the  re- 
bellion, which  was  a  waiver  of  any  claim  of  recog- 
nition,—»that  the  Earl  of  Sutherland  ought, — in  his 
exceptions  to  the  Court  of  Session, — ^to  have  claim- 
ed the  estate  upon  his  casualty  of  recognition  in  the 
terms  of  the  5th  Geo.  I.  c*  20,  and  having  failed  to 
do  so,  his  claim  of  recognition  was  now  barred. 

It  was  answered,  tiiat  a  claim  had  been  duly  en- 
tered before  the  trustees, both  under  the  act  ^*for  en- 
couraging superiors,"  and  upon  the  recognition, 
upon  which  no  decision  having  been  pronounced, 
the  appellant  was  now  at  liberty  to  insist  in  his  de- 
clarator of  recognition. 

The  Court,  by  their  first  interlpcutor,  (5th  Feb. 
1740,)found '  That  the  appellant,  the  Earl  of  Suther- 
^  land,  having  presented  a  claim  before  the  commis- 

*  sicmers  of  inquiry,  upon  his  right  of  recognition,  as 
<  well  as  upon  the  act  1  Geo.  I.  c.  20,  for  encou- 

*  raging  superiors,  &c.  and  the  commissioners  hav- 
'  u^g  giv^i  no  judgment  on  the  same,— it  was 
^  competent  to  the  said  Earl  to  insist  now  in  the 
'  process  of  declarator  of  recognition,  and  there- 

*  fore  repelled  the  objections.' 

In  a  reclaiming  petition  it  was  pleaded,  that  ab- 
stracting from  the  act  of  the  5th  Geo.  I.  c.  20,  and 
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Dg  it  unneoeflsary  to  have  entered  an  excq^ 


of  SesAum  on  the  claim  of  re*    ^asl  of 
oent  daun  bad  been  entered       v. 


oognition,  yet  no  sufficient  daim  bad  been  enters 
witb  the  tnuteesy  upon  the  title  of  reoogniticm  now 
set  up«  in  terms  of  the  vesting  act  of  the  Ist  Geo.  L 
c.  8O9  sect  IS,  and  that  the  chum  thus  presented  on 
that  ground  was  not  a  proper  claim,  nor  agreeable 
to  the  directions  of  the  statute,  being  destitute  of 
many  of  the  forms  and  requisites  prescribed 

It  was  answered^  inter  aHOf  that  even  su^K)sing 
the  claim  to  have  been  imperfectly  broughti  it 
was  not  incumbent  upon  the  £arl  to  ^iter  any 
daim  before  the  trustees  on  the  casualty  pf  recog^ 
nition,  in  order  to  preserve  his  right 

Upon  advising  these  pleadings,  and  after  a  hearing 
in  presence,  tiie  Court  (9  July,  17^)  found,  '^  That 
^  for  preserving  the  pursuer's  casualty  pf  recognir 
**  tbn,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  epter  a  claim 
^  thereof  before  the  commissioners  aj^inted  for 
^*  enquiring  into  forfeited  ^absubes^  and  that  notwith<» 
«<  standing  of  his  right  as  superior  of  the  landis,  subr 
^<  ject  to  the  recognition  by  the  aqt  of  the  1st  Geo* 
*'  I.  *  £br  encouraging  superior^' ''  &c. ;  and  feundt 
<*  That  no  sufficient  daim  of  the  said  recognitioa 
f*  was  by  him  entered  b^ore  the  commissioners, 
<<  and  therefore  that  he  wa3  not  entitled  to  insist  in 
'<  this  recognition/'  Their  Lordships  adhered  (^ 
June,  1741.) 

A  petition  was  thm  presented  by  the  oreditprs, 
stating  that  the  court  bad  only  determined  uppn 
some  of  the  objecti(ms  made  by  them  to  the  action 
at  the  instance  of  Lord  Sutheiiand,  and  that  others 
were  still  undisposed  o£  They  insisted,  therefore, 
1st,  That  a  recognitimi  could  not  be  declared  after 
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V. 

aO80^  &C. 

11  Dec. 
17il. 
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^^*^  a  forfeiture,  as  this  would  expose  the  crown  to  col- 
lusion between  the  superior  and  vassal.  2dly,  That 
if  there  had  been  any  room  for  the.  recognition. 
Lord  Sutherland  was  now  barred  from  claiming  any 
right  under  it,  by  his  having  presented  his  excep- 
tions to  the  Court  of  Session,  against  the  survey 
made  by  the  trustees  of  the  lands  of  Skelbo,  and 
having  founded  his  claim  entirely  upon  the  act 
"  for  encouraging  superiors/* 

Answers  were  given  in  to  this  petition,  but  be- 
fore the  same  were  advised, 
Entmd  An  appeal  was  brought  by  Lord  Sutherland  from 

the  interlocutors  of  9  July,  17^ ;  and  9A  June, 
1741. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  AppelUml : — It  was  not  by  any 
means  necessary  for  the  appellant,  for  the  preser- 
vation of  his  right  of  recognition,  to  enter  any  claim 
before  the  commissioners.  The  clause  of  the  act  of 
the  1st  Geo.  I.  c.  50,  requiring  the  presentation  of 
claims  under  forfeiture,  relates  solely  to  estates 
vested  by  tiiat  act  in  his  Majesty  for  die  use  of  the 
pubUc,  but  by  the  previous  act  *^  for  encourag- 
ing superiors*'  the  lands  of  persons  attainted, 
held  of  subject  superiors,  were  declared  to  recog- 
nosce,  and  return  to  such  superior,  as,  without  col- 
lusion, and  within  the  time  limited,  obtained  pos- 
session of  them ;  and  as  the  subsequent  act  '*  for 

vesting  forfeited  estates  in  his  Majesty,  for  the 

use  of  the  public,"  could  not  be  intended  to  take 
away  such  estates  from  those  to  whom  they  had 
been  granted  by  the  previous  statute,  the  estate 
in  question  could  never  have  been  vested  in  his 
Majesty,  so  that  the  claim  required  to  be  presented 
by  this  act  was  not  necessary.    Indeed  there  is  an 
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express  provision  in  the  latter  statute,  that  the  right       ^^^ 
before  granted  to  superiors  should  not  be  taken    ^^^^  or 

1.  J  SUTHERLAND 

away,  or  even  altered.  v. 

But  if  such  a  claim  had  been  necessary,  there    *®**'  *^ 
was  one  presented  to  the  commissioners,  ijirhich 
made  express  mention  of  the  recognition. 

Pleaded  for  the  Beepandente : — It  was  essential 
for  the  preservation  of  the  right  of  recognition,  that 
a  claim  should  have  been  entered,  because  by  the 
act  of  the  1st  Geo*  I.  c.  50,  all  estates  belonging  to 
attainted  persons  were  vested  in  his  Majesty  -for 
the  use  of  the  public,  and  this  without  any  excep^ 
tion,  so  as  to  include  even  those  estates  which  were 
liable  to  be  claimed  by  the  superiors,  Und  as  the 
interest  granted  to  superiors  by  the  previous  act 
*^  for  encouraging  superiors"  was  not  simple  or  ab- 
solute, but  conditional,  and  depending  upon  a  fu- 
ture potestative  condition, — ^viz.  the  performance  of 
the  statutory  requisites,  with  which  superiors  might 
or  might  not  comply, — ^the  estate  of  the  forfeiting 
vassal  must,  in  the  mean  time,  be  held  to  have 
vested  in  the  crown,  until  the  superior  has  com- 
plied with  the  terms  required  by  the  statute,  to  di- 
vest the  crown  of  the  estate,  and  to  vest  it  in  him- 
self. 

By  the  failure,  therefore,  to  present  a  proper 
claim  before  the  commissioners,  and  by  the  appel- 
lant's having,  in  his  exceptions  to  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, founded  his  demand  solely  upon  the  above  act, 
without  taking  any  notice  of  his  claim  arising  from 
the  alleged  recognition,  he  must  be  held  to  have 
renounced  this  claim  j  for  although  the  same  person 
may  have  different  tities  to  the  same  estate,  yet  as 
the  statute  expressly  declares  all  tities  not  claimed 
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1743.  before  the  cominidsionei^  to  be  null  and  void,  and 
the  estates  liable  thereto  to  be  from  thenceforth 
freed  and  discharged,  it  fdlows  that  a  person 
noBB,  &c  claiming  under  One  tide,  and  not  claiming  by  vir- 
tue of  any  Ofh^r,  ad  effectually  extinguishes  that 
title  on  which  he  neglects  to  clakn,  as  if  the  two  titles 
had  been  in  different  persons,  one  c£  whom  had 
omitted  to  make  any  claim,  according  to  the  max- 
hn^  Quamdiu  duo  Jura  eaneurrunt  in  una. 

If  there  is  any  deficiency  in  point  of  law  in  the 
appellant's  title^  he  can  have  no  pretence  to  indul- 
gence from  a  court  of  equity,  the  whole  purpose 
of  the  present  attempt  being  to  deprive  onerous 
creditors  of  the  payment  of  their  just  debts. 
Judgment^  After  hearing  counsel,  *  it  is  ordered  and  adjudg- 
85  March,      « gj,  &c.  that  SO  much  of  the  said  interlocutor,  where- 

*  by  the  Lords  of  Session  found,*'  That  no  sufficient 
*<  claim  of  the  recognition  in  question  was  entered 
**  before  the  commissioners  for  enquiring  into  the 
^<  forfeited  estates,''  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  re^ 

*  versed ;  and  that  in  the  said  interlocutor,  afler  the 
^  words  (<<  casualty  of  recognition^')  these  words  be 

*  inserted,  (^incurred  prior  to  the  treason  committed 
<<  by  the  vassal ;")  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the 

*  appellant's  grandfather  and  fatlier  having  claimed 

*  the  estate  in  question,  by  their  exceptions  presents 

*  ed  to  the  Court  of  Session,  as  forfeited  to  them 

<  under  die  act  <^  the  finit  year  <^  his  late  Majesty, 

*  for  encouraging  superidt^,  &c.  and  having,  in 

*  the  year  1719>  obtained  a  decree  of  the  said 

<  court,  dedaiing  the  estate  to  bdong  to  them,  by 

*  virtue  of  ihe  said  act,  in  reject  of  the  rebellion 

*  oftheu-vassal,  with  die  burden  always  of  a  propor- 
«  tionofthe  debts  affecting  the  said  e8tates,the  same 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.     959 

*  was  a  waiver  or  renunciation  of  any  recognition       itm. 

^  prior  to  the  treason  so  committed  as  aforesaid,  and  calj>b&,  && 
^  that  the  appellant  is  bound  thereby.  And  it  is  for-        ^* 
^  ther  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  residue  of  the 
^  said  interlocutors,  with  the  alterations  or  vaiia* 

*  tions  before  mentioned,  be,  and  tiie  same  is  here- 

*  by  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Bo.  Craigie^  C  Erskme. 
For  Respondents,  WUL  Ha$iiiUon. 


Patrick  C alder  of  Redford,  and  \j      Ua  t  * 

William  Anderson^  Surgeon,    §   ^^         ' 

Mary  Provan,        ...        Respondent. 

12  January,  1744. 

Pactum  Illioitum.— Bill  op  Ezohanqb.— iAction  sustainad 
upon  a  gratnitocis  bill  which  had  been  granted  by  a  man  in 
security  of  a  promise  of  marriage,  the  marriage  not  having 
taken  place. 

Costs.— -jS40,  given  to  Respondent. 


[Elchies  voce  Bill  of  Exchange,  No.  25;  Rem.  Dec.  II.  No.  SO ; 
C.  Home,  No.  193 ;  Mor.  Diet.  9^11.] 


Mary  Provan  raised  an  action  against  Calder  and  No.  70. 
Anderson,  concluding  for  restitution  and  payment  ^ 
of  a  bill  for  LJOO,  which  had  been  granted  to  her 
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^^*^  by  the  former,  on  her  agreeing  to  marry  him,  and 
cALDEji,  &c  ^hich  she  had  deposited  in  the  hands  of  Anderson* 
FAovAv.  Anderson  acknowledged  that  the  bill  had  been 
lodged  with  him,  and  that  he  had  given  it  to  Cal- 
der.  It  was  further  stated  in  defence  to  the  ac- 
tion, that  the  bill  was  gratuitous,  and  at  any  rate 
that  it  was  granted  in  a  drunken  firoUc,  and  never 
intended  to  be  obligatory,  as  might  be  inferred 
from  the  circumstance  of  its  having  been  returned 
to  Calder  through  the  hands  of  Anderson. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  allowed  a  joint  proof,  from 
which  it  appeared,  that  Calder,  being  in  a  public 
house  in  company  with  some  other  persons,  and 
considerably  intoxicated,  conversed  much  with 
Mary  Provan,  (the  servant  maid,)  expressing  a 
great  fondness  for  her ;  that  in  the  course  of  the 
evening  they  retired  together  into  another  apart- 
ment, where  they  remained  shut  up  for  about  an 
hour,  (but  it  was  not  pretended  that  any  unlawful 
intercourse  passed  between  them);  that  Provan 
afterwards  came  into  the  room  where  the  company 
were,  and  shewed  them  a  paper,  which  she  said 
was  given  her  by  Calder  for  promising  to  marry 
him,  or  (according  to  one  witness)  as  a  proof  of 
the  sincerity  of  his  intention  to  marry  her ;  but 
Anderson,  and  another  person,  upon  examining  it, 
told  her  it  was  a  bad  bill ;  and  then  she  carried  it 
back  to  Calder,  who  wrote  and  delivered  to  her 
another  bill,  which  they  told  her  was  a  good  bill, 
for  L.1(X),  payable  at  Whitsunday  then  next ;  that 
at  Anderson's  desire  she  wrote  her  name  upon  the 
back  of  it,  and  left  it  in  his  hands  upon  his  pro- 
mising to  be  answerable  for  it,  or  to  pay  her  the 
L.100,  &c. 
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The  Lord  Ordinary  (8th  July,  17*1)  found  '  ^^♦^ 
<*  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  sinister  me-  calbbr,  && 
**  thod  was  used  by  the  pursuer  to  obtain  the  bill  in  rROTAN. 
<<  debate,  nor  that  the  same  was  granted  in  the  way 
<<  of  a  joke  or  drunken  frolic ;  and  finds  it  proven, 
<<  that  the  same  having  been  granted  after  a  long 
<*  conversation  between  the  pursuer  and  Calder, 
*<  and  after  a  former  bill»  which  was  objected  to  as 
<<  void,  was,  as  is  presumed,  retired,  and  the  bill 
«  now  pursued  on  granted  in  place  thereof,  the  bill 
is  to  be  presumed  to  be  the  result  of  a  lawful 
transaction  between  the  pursuer  and  defender 
**  Calder ;  and  finds  this  is  supported  by  the  decla- 
*^  ration  the  pursuer  made  of  the  cause  o£  granting 
**  the  bill,  as  mentioned  in  the  evidence  adduced^ 
*^  and  therefore  finds  that  the  same  was  binding  up- 
**  on  him,  the  said  Calder ;  and  finds  it  proven  that 
^  the  defender  Anderson  did  receive  the  bill  upon 
<<  the  sole  account  of  the  pursuer,  and  that  he  did 
'*  wrong  in  delivering  the  same  up  to  Calder ;  and 
therefore  repels  the  defence  that  the  bill  was  gra- 
tuitous, and  finds  the  defenders  conjunctly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  sum  of  L.100  Sterling,  and 
annual  rent  thereof^  from  the  term  of  payment" 
This  interlocutor  was  altered  by  the  Court,  who 
sustained  the  defences,  and  assoilzied;  but  upon 
advising  another  reclaiming  petition,  (2Sd  July, 
1721)  they  again  altered,  and  decerned  in  favour 
of  the  pursuer,  and  to  this  judgment  they  after* 
wards  adhered 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  of  Entered,  9S 
8  July  1741,  23  and  31  July  1742,  and  7  January  ^"'-  "*^ 
1743. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants: — It  is  apparent 
from  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  that  the 
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^^^  "  bill  was  taken  without  any  intention  to  create  a 
CALDM,  &c.  (jebt  upon  the  appellant,  Calder,  but  as  s^  mere  joke 
FROTAN.  against  him,  who  was  in  liquor  at  the  time ;  and 
that  it  was  with  the  same  view  that  he  and  the 
respondent  were  sent  by  the  company  into  a  sepa- 
rate room,  without  the  suspicion  of  any  unlaindfid 
commerce  or  other  transaction  which  was  to  pass 
between  them.  It  is  likewise  evident  that  the 
respondent  did  not  think  the  bill  of  any  use,  as  she 
immediately  put  it  into  the  hands  of  the  other  ap- 
pellant, instead  of  preserving  it  herself,  or  entrust- 
ing it  to  her  own  relations  in  the  house* 

But  supposing  the  bill  to  have  been  obtained  by 
her  seriously,  still  she  cannot  be  entitled  to  recover 
upon  it  in  a  court  of  justice.  It  is  admitted  that 
it  was  given  gratuitously ;  and  when  it  is  consider- 
ed that  it  was  so  given  by  a  drunk  man  to  the  ser- 
vant girl  in  a  public  house,  whom  he  never  saw  be- 
fore^ the  circumvention  must  be  obvious.  That 
there  was  any  consideration  ex  turpi  causa^  is  not 
pretended ;  but  if  there  was,  it  would  only  make 
the  respondent's  case  worse ;  for  all  securities  ob- 
tained by  women  of  that  sort,  even  though  delibe- 
rately, and  from  men  knowing  what  they  do,  are 
in  courts  of  equity  set  aside* 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — It  cannot  be  held 
that  the  bill  in  question  was  obtained  by  any  un- 
fair practices  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  whose 
character  was  perfectly  unblemished.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  whole  transaction  was  a  scheme  on  the 
part  of  the  appellants  to  inveigle  and  delude  the 
respondent,  whom  they  have  treated  in  the  most 
fraudulent  manner. 

Bills  granted  either  in  consideration  of  secret 
services,  or  in  recompence  for  a  breach  of  a  pro- 
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mise  of  marriagey  (a  reliance  on  which  may  have  ^^^^^^ 
drawn  the  person  to  whom  it  was  made  into  seve-  calhee^  &c 
ral  steps  which  she  would  not  otherwise  have  ta-     notAv. 
ken,)  ought  not  to  be  rendered  ineffectual,  in  favour 
of  one  who  was  not  only  privy  to  all  the  most  ex- 
ceptionable parts  of  the  transaction,  but  confesses 
himself  to  have  been  the  contriver  of  the  whole; 
nor  yet  in  favour  of  his  confederate  who,  having 
been  likewise  privy  to  the  whole  design,  contrived 
under  pretence  of  fiiendship,  and  upon  a  promise 
to  be  responsible  for  the  value,  to  get  the  biU 
into  his  own  hands. 

Afler  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  several  interlocutors  com-  n^"*^' 
'^  plained  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed ; 
'^  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  appellants  do 
*^  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  respondent,  the 
<^  sum  of  L.40,  for  her  costs  in  respect  of  the  said 
*•  appeal*** 

For  Appellants,  R.  Craiigie,  JT.  Mwray. 
For  Respondent,  WiU.  HamiUony  C.  ErMne. 
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Stewart 

V. 


GaAHAK,  Ac.  Captain  John  Stewart,  alias  ColO  ^      ^^^  ^ 

TERANE,  -  -  -     J      -^^  ' 

William  Graham,  Trustee  for  Ag-1  »  ,    ^ 

NEs  Stewart,  e/  a/ii,    -  -  j       -^ 

10  Fehruan/y  1744. 

Mutual  Contract.— Husband^and  Wirx.— An  estate  being 
provided  in  a  marriage  contract  *'  to  the  heirs  of  the  marriage^'* 
the  fiather  was  found  not  entitled  to  settle  it  by  an  entail,  up- 
on anj  child,  other  than  the  heir  of  the  marriage ;  and  an  en- 
tail^ thus  settling  it,  was  reduced  as  being  contra  Jidem  tabu* 
larutn  nwftialium. 


[[Elchies,  wxe  Mutual  Contract,  No.  20.)] 

No.  71-  Bt  marriage  contract  entered  into  in  1668  between 
John  Stewart  of  PhisgiU,  and  Agnes  Stewart,  the 
latter  disponed  her  lands  of  Glenturk,  and  others, 
to  the  said  John  Stewart,  and  <^  the  heirs  of  the  mar- 
riage,'' &c. ;  and,  in  like  manner,  John  JStewart 
bound  himself  to  provide  all  the  lands,  sums  of 
money,  &c.  he  then  had,  or  might  acquke,  '*  to  the 
heirs  of  the  marriage.'' 

John  was  infeft,  and  his  infeftment  was  record- 
ed. Of  this  marriage  there  was  issue,  four  sons, 
David,  Robert,  William,  and  James;  and  four 
daughters,  the  eldest  of  whom  were  named  Agnes 
and  Elizabeth*  David  predeceased  his  father, 
without  issue.  Robert  also  predeceased  his  father, 
but  left  a  daughter,  Agnes. 

On  6th  June,  171 9>  John  executed  an  entail  of 
his  whole  estate,  (including  his  wife's  property,) 
whereby  he  disponed  it  to  himself,  and  the  heirs 
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male  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  the  heirs  fe-      1744, 
male  of  his  body,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bo-    stbwart 
dies ;  whom  failing,  to  such  persons  as  he  should  ^j^hIm  && 
name  in  lecto ;  whom  failing,  to  his  heirs  male  what^ 
soever,  &c. ;  and  he  expressly  excluded  Agnes  (the 
daughter  of  his  son  Robert)  from  the  succession. 

The  entail  was  registered,  a  charter  was  expede, 
and  infeftment  taken ;  and  upon  the  father's  death, 
in  I7SO,  William,  the  third  son,  was  served  heir  of 
tailzie  to  him,  and  was  infeft.  He  died  without  is- 
sue, and  his  youngest  brother  having  predeceased 
him,  Agnes,  the  eldest  daughter  of  the  entailer, 
took  up  the  estate  as  heir  of  entail. 

Upon  her  death,  without  issue,  in  17S%  the  ap- 
pellant (being  the  eldest  son  of  Elizabeth,  the 
second  daughter,)  was  served  heir  of  entail  to 
her. 

By  this  time  Agnes,  the  daughter  of  Robert, 
and  heir  of  line  of  the  marriage,  was  of  age,  and 
was  married ;  and  in  order  to  try  the  right  of  the 
parties  to  the  estate,  she  and  her  husband  granted 
a  bond  in  trust  to  Mr.  Graham,  the  respondent, 
for  L.7OOO,  upon  which  he  charged  Agnes  to  enter 
in  special  as  heir  of  line  and  of  provision  to  her 
grandfather,  and  obtained  decree  of  adjudication, 
in  virtue  of  which  he  brought  an  action  of  reduc- 
tion and  improbation,  to  set  aside  the  entail,  17199 
as  being  amtrdfidem  tdbularum  nuptiaUum. 

The  Lords  (5  January  17*3,)  upon  the  report 
of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (after  repelling  an  objection 
to  the  title,)  found,  ^^  that  John  Stewart,  the  maker 
'^  of  the  entail,  could  not  settle  the  estate  provided 
"  in  the  contract  of  marriage  to  the  heirs  of  the 

marriage,  so  as  to  prefer  his  daughter  Elizabeth, 

and  her  issue,  to  Agnes  Stewart,  the  heir  of  line 
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1744.      *^  of  the  marriage/'  and  they»  therefore^  r< 
STEWART    the  entail,  &c. 
GSAHAM  ftc     Thereafter  their  Lordships  adhered,  (Qth  June 
1733,  and  found  that  the  <*  entail  was  amtra  Jideim 
tabidarum  nupHalmm.** 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 
f  Dec.  1743.   o{  Sill  January  and  9th  June  17^f  and  others  in 
the  cause. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant  :-^The  intention  of 
the  parties  was  only  to  secure  the  estates  to  the 
children  of  that  marriage  in  general,  but  not  to 
point  out  any  particular  child.  The  father  had  a 
discretionary  power  of  disponing  it  to  any  of  the 
issue,  though  not  strictly  the  heir  of  the  marriage, 
and  was  only  restrained  from  giving  ittoextrane. 
ous  heirs. 

By  the  law  of  Scotland,  notwithstanding  such  a 
destination  in  a  marriage  contract  as  here  occurs, 
the  father  continues  absolute  fiar  of  the  estate. 
He  may  sell  it,  or  burden  it  with  debt ;  and  he 
has  also  a  discretionary  power  over  the  succession : 
for  it  has  been  found  that  he  may,  for  reasonable 
causes,  pass  over  the  eldest  son,  and  give  the  estate 
to  the  second.  And  in  the  present  case  the  father 
had  sufficient  grounds  for  exercising  that  discretion^ 
so  as  to  exclude  the  granddaughten 

Pleaded  Jar  the  BeepandenU : — By  the  marriagep 
contract  in  I668,  the  estates  are  pfovided  to  John 
Stewart,  and  the  **  heirs  of  the  marriage.'^  A  provi- 
sion in  these  terms  has  received  a  certain  and  li- 
mited signification  in  the  law  of  Scotland.  The 
heir  of  the  marriage,  under  such  a  provision,  is 
subject  to  the  on^ous  deeds  and  debts  of  the  hus- 
band ;  but,  in  all  other  rejects,  such  heir  is  a  cre- 
ditor, and  cannot  be  excluded  from  the  succession 
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by  any  gratuitous  deed,  and  he  is  entitled  to  re-  ,bbJ,I^^^ 
duce  and  set  aside  all  such  as  are  done  to  his  pre*    >tbatton 

judice*  MAOISTRATSS 

After  hearing  counsel,  '^  it  is  ordered  and  ad-     ^taoss.* 
**  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be,  f ^!^^^^ 
'*  and  the  same  is  hereby  dismissed,  and  that  the  irii. 
'*  several  interlocutors  complained  of  be,  and  the 
*^  same  are  hereby  affirmed/' 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Noel,  C  Er shine. 
For  Respondents,  Bo.  Craigie,  W.  Murray. 


Colonel  Stratton,        -        -         Appellant; 
The  Magistrates  of  Montrose,        Respondents. 

19  March,  1744. 

Public  Police.— Act  L  Geo.  I.  c.  5. — Pbocbss. -*  Found 
that,  in  an  action  upon  the  BtatutOj  it  is  not  necessary  to  sum- 
mon the  whole  inhabitants,  but  only  the  magistrates. 
Found  that  actioii  upon  the  statute  is  only  competent  where  a 
building  has  been  **  demolished,  or  begun  to  be  demolished/' 
by  a  mob,  with  the  intention  of  demolishing  it,  but  not  where 
injury  has  been  done  to  a  house  in  the  prosecution  of  a  differ- 
ent object. 
Found  by  the  Court  of  Session,  that "  no  action  lies  on  the  sta- 
tute for  damage  arising  from  the  carrying  off  grain,  or  other 
goods,  out  of  any  house  or  outhouse,  but  only  for  the  damage 
done  by  pulling  down  such  house  or  outhouse."    Reversed 


in  the  House  of  Lords." 


[^Eldues  voce  Public  Pdiee,  No.  5.  Clk.  Home,  No.  224.  Fol, 

Diet,  IV.  197.  Mot.  Diet.  18158.] 

In  the  year  1741,  a  mob  in  the  town  of  Montrose  No.  72. 
having  broken  into  some  granaries  belonging  to 

*  This  reversal  is  not  noticed  in  the  Reports. 
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^^^**       Colonel  Stratton,  and  otherwise  injured  the  build- 
STBATTON   jngg^  and  having  taken  a  quantity  of  meal  there- 
MAGisTiuTBf  from,  he  brought  an  action  on  the  act  of  the  1st  of 
Geo.  !•  wherein  he  called  the  magistrates  and  town- 
council,  as  representing  the  community,  and  con- 
eluded  against  them  for  damages.    The  words  of 
the  act  are,  *^  that,  if  any  persons  to  the  number  of 
*<  twelve  or  more,  being  unlawfully,  riotously,  and 
tumultuously  assembled  together,  to  the  disturb- 
ance of  the  public  peace,  at  any  time  after  the 
**  last  of  July  VJlSf  and  being  required  and  com- 
*^  manded  by  one  or  more  Justice,  or  Justices  of 
"  the  Peace,  or  by  die  Sheriff,  or  Under-Sheriff  of 
'<  the  county,  or  by  the  mayor  or  bailiffi,  or  other 
*<  head  officers,  or  Justices  of  the  Peace  of  the  city, 
'^  where  such  assembly  shall  be,  by  proclamation 
**  to  be  made  in  his  Majesty's  name,  in  manner 
<<  therein  directed,  to  disperse   themselves,  and 
«  peaceably  to  depart  to  their  own  habitations,  or 
*<  their  lawful  business,  shall,*  to  the  number  of 
'<  twelve,  or  more,  (notwithstanding  such  proclam« 
**  ation  made,)  unlawfully,  riotously,  and  tumultu- 
ously remain,    and  continue    together  for  the 
space  of  one  hour  after  such  command  or  re- 
quest, made  by  proclamation ;  and  if  persons  are 
<^  SQ  unlawfttlly,   riotously,  and  tumultuously  as- 
<*  sembled,  and  shall  unlawfully,  and  with  force, 
'<  demolish,  pull  down,  or  begin  to  demolish  and 
"  pull  down  any  church,  or  chapel,  or  any  dwelling- 
*'  house,  bam,  stable,  or  other  outhouses ;  then 
*^  and  in  such  cases,  it  is  provided  and  enacted, 
"  (inter  alia^  that  the  county,  stewartiy,  city,  or 
**  burgh,  (respectively  within  Scotiand)  where  such 
<<  disorders  happen,  and  such  damages  are  done,  shall 
^  be  held  liable  to  yield  damages  to  the  person  or 
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•*  persons  injured,  or  damnified  by  such  demolish-       ^^*^* 


"  ing  and  pulling  down,  wholly  or  in  part,  and    stkatton 
**  which  damage  may  be  recovered  by  summary  magistrates 
"  action,  at  the  instance  of  the  party  aggrieved,     ^tbose!" 
"  against  the  county,  stewartry,  city,  or  burgh  re- 
"  spectively,**  &c. 

There  was  also  a  separate  conclusion  against  the 
magistrates,  as  being  accessory  to  the  riot,  or  at 
least  having  neglected  to  take  proper  measures  to 
prevent  it. 

In  defence  it  was  objected,  fint^  that  no  action 
was,  by  the  statute,  competent  against  the  magis- 
trates, as  representing  the  community,  and  that  it 
ought  to  have  been  brought  against  the  burgh  it- 
self, I.  e.  the  inhabitants  thereof,  as  was  the  practice 
in  England  ;  and,  secondly^  that  no  action  lay  for 
any  damage  sustained  by  the  abstraction  of  the 
grain— the  damage  awarded  by  the  act  relating  on- 
ly  to  such  as  was  sustained  by  houses  being  demo- 
lished, or  begun  to  be  demoUshed. 

A  conjunct  proof  Was  allowed,  after  which  the 
Court  (28  Jan.  174S)  found,  **.that,  by  the  act 
"  libelled  on,  it  is  the  town,  or  county,  within  which 
such  damage  as  falls  under  the  act  is  done,  that 
is  liable  in  reparation  of  the  damage,  and  there- 
fore sustained  the  objection  made  to  the  pursu- 
'*  er's  libel,  which  had  not  concluded  against  the 
*'  town  of  Montrose,  but  against  the  magistrates 
*'  and  council,  as  representing  the  town ;  and  found 
'*  that  no  action  lies  upon  the  statute  for  damage 
arising  from  carrying  off  grain,  or  other  goods, 
out  of  any  house,  or  outhouses,  but  only  for  the  ' 

damage  done  by  pulling  down  such  house,  or 
"  outhouse,  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  therefore  found 

VOL.  L  2  b 
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'*  this  action,  in  so  far  brought  on  this  statute,  in- 
"  competent.*' 

But  upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition,  with 
answers,  their  Lordships  (24  Feb.  1743)  "  repel 
the  objection  against  the  Ubel,  and  find  that  the 
burgh  is  fitly  called,  and  concluded  against,  by 
calling  and  concluding  against  the  magistrates 
and  town-council,  as  representing  the  said  burgh ; 
'*  and  adhere  to  their  former  interlocutor,  finding 
that  no  action  lies  upon  the  foresaid  act  for  da- 
mages arising  from  carrying  off  grain,-  or  other 
goods  out  of  any  house,  or  outhouses,  but  only 
for  the  damage  done  by  pulling  down  such  house, 
<*  or  outhouse,  in  whole  or  in  part ;  but  find  that 
«*  there  is  no  proof  adduced  of  the  extent  of  any 
**  damage  done  to  the  gimel-house  in  which  the 
**  pursuer's  meal  was  Ijdng,"  &c. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  and  other 
interlocutors  in  the  cause. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — By  the  statute,  the 
county,  burgh,  &c.  are  rendered  liable  to  the  party 
injured  for  the  whole  damage  sustained  by  such 
demolishing,  or  beginning  to  demolish  any  house, 
or  outhouse ;  and  it  seems  strange  to  confine  the 
words  of  the  act  to  the  bare  pulling  down  the 
stones  of  the  building,  which  may  amount  to  a 
trifle,  and  to  give  no  damage  for  gutting  the 
house,  or  carrying  away  the  grain,  which  may  be 
of  much  greater  value.  Such  could  never  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  act.  But,  in  point  of 
fact,  the  granary  was  in  part  demolished,  and  the 
door  broken  open,  to  get  at  the  meal,  which  must 
imply  some  damage,  and  that  alone  entitled  the 
appellant  to  a  judgment  in  his  favour. 
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Pleaded  jbr  the  Beepandents. — ^The  appellant      ^^*^ 
cannot  recover  any  thing  upon  his  action  as  found-   »thatton 
ed  upon  the  statute ;  for  by  this  act  no  relief  is  maoistbates 
given  for  goods  taken  out  of  any  house^  &c.  and     ^^^^^^' 
the  appellant  has  proved  no  injury  by  the  demolish- 
ing of  any  building. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ^*  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"judged,  &c.  that  so  much  of  the  interlocutor  of  1^44.        ' 
"  the  28th  Jan.  1743,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Ses- 
"  sion  found,  '  that  no  action  lay  upon  the  act  of 
'  Parliament,  &c.  for  damage  arising  from  carry- 
'  ing  off  grain,  or  other  goods,  out  of  any  house  or 

*  outhouse,  but  only  for  the  damage  done  by  the 
'  pulling  down  such  house  or  outhouse,  in  whole 

*  or  in  part,*  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ; 
''  and  that  there  be  inserted  instead  thereof  these 
"  words,  (videUcef)  :  *  That  upon  the  proofs  in  this 
<  cause,  it  doth  not  appear  that  the  appellant's 
'  gimel-house  was  begun  to  be  demolished,   or 

*  pulled  down,  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of 

*  the  said  act  of  Parliament  j  *  and  it  is  hereby 
*'  further  ordered,  and  adjudged,  that  so  much  of 
"  the  interlocutor  of  the  24th  February,  whereby 
*•  the  Lords  of  Session  adhered  to  their  former 
"  interlocutor,  finding,  <  that  no  action  lies  upon 

*  the  foresaid  act  for  damages  arising  from  carry- 
'  ing  off  grain,  or  other  goods,  out  of  any  house 
'  or  outhouse,  but  only  for  the  damage  done  by 

*  pulling  down  such  house  or  outhouse,  in  whole 

*  or  in  part ;'  but  found  that  there  was  no  proof 
"  adduced  of  the  extent  of  any  damage  done  to 

the  gimel-house  in  which  the  appellant's  meal 
was  lying,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ; 
and  it  is  also  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  so 
"  much  of  the  several  interlocutors  as  relates  to  the 


37^     CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^'^^'       "  costs  and  expenses  of  the  said  appellant  be,  and 

WATSON     €1  the  ggjjjg  ig  hereby  reversed,  and  that  so  much  of 

oLAus,  &c.    "  the  said  several  interlocutors  as  is  not  hereby  re- 

**  versed,  or  altered,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  af- 

"  firmed/' 

For  Appellant,  W.  Murray^  Ah  Lockhart 
For  Respondents,  R.  Craigky  C.  Erskine. 


Thomas  Watson,  Trustee  for  the") 

Heir  of  Hamilton  of  Redhouse  >  Appellant; 

and  Creditors,        -        -        J 
Thomas  Glass,  et  aUi,        -       -       Respondent. 

5  December y  1744. 

Tailzib.— Provision  to  Heibs  and  Childrbn.— CiiAuss.— 
Under  a  clause  in  an  entail  binding  the  heirs  male  of  taiLrie  and 
provision^  to  pay  a  certain  sum  ''  to  the  daughters  and  heirs 
^*  female  "  of  the  entailer,— the  entailer's  daughter  was  found 
entitled  to  the  provision,  although  not  his  heir,  a  son  of  his 
having  succeeded  to  the  estate. 

Costs.-— £50  given  to  Respondents. 


[Elchies  voce  Provision  to  Heirs,  No.  7 ;  C.  Home,  No.  2S7 ; 
FoL  Diet.  IIL  124;  Mor.  Diet.  2806.] 


No.  73.  Hamilton  of  Redhouse,  by  his  contract  of  mar- 

riage, was  bound  to  take  the  titles  of  his  estate  to 
himself  and  his  spouse  in  liferent,  and  to  the  heirs 
of  the  marriage  in  fee.  He  afterwards  executed 
an  entail  of  his  estate  in  favour  of  James  Hamilton, 
his  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  whom  fail- 
ing,  the  other  heirs  male  of  his  own  body,  (with 
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Other  substitutions  in  favour  of  collateral  heirs  male,)       1744. 
provided  always  that  in  case  there  should  be  daugh-     watson 
ters  and  heirs  female  procreate  of  his  (the  entailer's)        ^'  ^^ 
body,  and  alive  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then  the 
heir  male  of  entail  who  should  succeed  by  virtue 
of  the  entail  should  be  bound  to  pay  to  his  **  said 
'*  daughters  and  heirs  female,  one  or  more,  the  sum 
**  of  10,000  merks,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst 
"  them.'' 

The  entailer  died  in  I688,  leaving  issue,  James 
and  Helen.  Helen  was  married  to  Adam  Glass ; 
and  the  respondents  were  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

James  succeeded  to  the  estate,  but  made  up  no 
title.  Upon  his  death,  George,  his  son,  succeeded, 
and  contracted  considerable  debts.  Several  adju- 
dications were  led  against  the  estate,  and,  among 
others,  by  the  respondents,  who,  in  the  process  of 
ranking  and  sale  which  ensued,  claimed  under  the 
above  provision  in  the  entail. 

Objected  by  the  trustee,  that  the  said  provision 
was  effectual  only  in  favour  of  such  daughter  as 
might  have  claimed  under  the  legal  character  ot 
"  heir  female,"  which  character  could  not  belong 
to  Helen  Hamilton,  her  father  having  left  a  son 
who  was  the  heir  of  the  marriage. 

Answered^  that  the  10,000  merks  was  a  portion 
absolutely  payable  to  the  daughters,  if  there  should 
be  any  living  at  the  death  of  the  father,  and  al- 
though a  real  estate  limited  to  ''  daughters  and 
*<  heirs  female,"  after  a  limitation  to  heirs  male  of 
the  body,  could  not  vest  in  a  daughter,  if  she  was 
not  also  heir,  yet  such  a  construction  was  never 
put  on  the  same  words  in  a  deed  relating  only  to  a 
personal  estate  or  a  portion  \  that  the  terms  of  the 
deed  excluded  all  doubt,  for  as  the  personal  estate 
as  well  as  the  real  was  conveyed  to  *'  the  heirs  of 
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February, 

1744. 


**  tailzie  and  provision  above  mentioned,"  in  virtue 
whereof  the  son  of  the  entailer  had  taken  both  es- 
tates, so  the  obligation  to  pay  the  10,000merks,  being 
likewise  laid  on  **  the  heirs  male,  tailzie  and  pro- 
**  vision  above  specified,''  must  extend  to  the  lineal 
as  well  as  the  collateral  heirs  male ;  lastly,  that  the 
sum  in  question  was  not  excessive,  amounting  to  lit- 
tle more  than  the  mother's  marriage  portion,  where- 
as, if  the  objection  stated  by  the  trustee  were  sus- 
tained, the  daughters  would  be  left  entirely  unpro- 
vided for. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  found,  (20  July,  1742,) 
"  that,  by  the  conception  of  the  clause  in  the 
"tailzie,  whereby  the  heirs  were  obliged  to  pay 
"  to  the  entailer's  daughters  and  heirs  female, 
"  one  or  more,  the  sum  of  10,000  merks,  Helen 
"  Hamilton,  the  only  daughter  of  the  maker  of  the 
"  entail,  was  entitled  to  the  provision  of  10,000 
merks,  in  the  event  which  happened,  of  the  en- 
<  tailer's  own  son  succeeding  to  the  estate,  as  well 
as  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  said  pro- 
"  vision,  if  the  estate  had  devolved  upon  the  colla- 
teral heirs  of  entail,  and  therefore  repelled  the 
objection  made  against  the  interest  produced 
"  for  Thomas  Glass  and  his  sisters.'*  And  the 
Court  adhered. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
of  the  20th  July,  17*2,  and  others  in  the  cause. 

'  Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — ^As  the  provision  of 
10,000  merks  was  given  to  the  daughters  of  the 
marriage  under  the  character  of  heirs  female,  and 
in  lieu  of  their  right  to  the  estate  under  the  mar- 
riage settlement,  none  can  be  entitled  to  the  pro- 
vision to  whom  both  characters  do  not  apply ;  and 
as  there  was  a  son  of  the  marriage,  the  character 
of  heir  could  not  apply  to  the  daughter. 
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The  provision  was  only  intended  to  take  place       ^y^*- 
in  the  event  of  the  succession  of  a  collateral  heir    watson 
male — ^upon  failure  of  issue  male  of  the  marriage, —  olass',  &c. 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  heir  female  of  the  marriage  j 
in  which  case  it  was  reasonable  to  make  a  higher 
provision  for  daughters,  as  a  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  their  right  of  succession  ;  and  this  is  com- 
monly done  in  those  marriage  contracts,  by  which, 
upon  failure  of  male  issue,  the  estate  is  destined  to 
collateral  heirs.  The  father  could  not  have  intended 
to  exhaust  the  estate  in  favour  of  his  daughter  at 
the  expense  of  his  son  and  heir. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondents: — ^Where  portions 
are  provided  in  marriage-contracts  to  daughters,  or 
heirs  female,  the  words  '*  heirs  female "  are  consi- 
dered as  synonymous  with  '*  daughters." 

By  tlie  entail,  the  heirs  male  of  tailzie  and  pro- 
vision are,  without  any  exception,  taken  bound  to 
pay  the  provision  to  the  daughters  and  heirs  fe- 
male, which  shows  that  it  was  to  be  payable  by  a 
son,  as  well  as  by  a  collateral  heir,  if  there  should 
be  any  daughters  living  at  the  deajth  of  the  father. 
Unless  so  payable,  the  provision  would  have  been 
nugatory ;  for,  as  it  was  not  a  strict  entail,  it  was 
in  the  power  of  the  son  to  have  defeated  the  sub- 
sequent substitutions,  and  of  course  to  have  de- 
stroyed the  possibility  of  the  daughter's  obtaining 
the  provision,  upon  the  estate  going  to  a  collateral 
heir. 

After  hearing  counsel,  *'  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be,  ^  ^^  ^  '^^^ 
and  is  hereby  dismissed  the  House,  and  that  the 
several  interlocutors  complained  of  be,  and  the 
<'  same  are  hereby  aflSrmed ;  and  it  is  further  or- 
dered that  the  appellants  do  pay,  or  cause  to  be 


€1 

it 


« 


376     CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^^*^       "  paid  to  the  respondents  the  sum  of  L.50  for  their 
COOPER     «  costs  in  respect  of  the  said  appeal/* 


V. 
HUNTEA^  &C. 


For  Appellant,  A.  Hume  CampbeU^  AL  Far^ 

Tester. 
For  Respondents,  Bo.  Craigiet  A.  Murray. 


David  Cooper  of  Newgrange,     -      Appellant  ; 
Alexander  Hunter  of  BalskeUy,  |  j^^       ^^ 
etaUiy         ...         -        J       -^ 


llth  December,  1744. 

Adjudication.-^Count  and  Rbckonino.-— a.  creditor  haviBg 
adjudged  the  estate  of  his  debtor^  and  likewise  the  right  to  an 
adjudication  which  the  debtor  had  led  against  certain  other 
lands;  found  that  in  a  question  with  another  adjudger  of 
these  last  lands^  he  was  bound  to  account  for  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  former^  into  possession  of  whidi  he  had  entered 
in  virtue  of  his  d^ee. 


No.  74-  The  estate  of  Newgrange  was  adjudged  by  Dr. 

Lamb  of  Balskelly. 

Lamb's  proper  estate  (of  Balskelly)  and  also  the 
interest  which  he  had  thus  acquired  in  the  lands  of 
Newgrange,  were  afterwards  adjudged  by  four  of 
his  creditors. 

Newgrange  was  brought  to  a  judicial  sale,  and 
was  purchased  by  one  Pjrper,  and  by  the  decrees  of 
ranking  and  sale  the  proportion  of  the  price  pay- 
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able  by  the  purchaser  to  each  of  the  creditors  (in-       174^ 
eluding  Dr.  Lamb)  was  fixed.  coopbr 

Pyper  having  afterwards  purchased  from  Janet  ^^^^J^'j^  ^c. 
Lamb  and  Cramond  (two  of  the  adjudging  credi- 
tors) their  adjudications,  in  so  far  as  they  affected 
Newgrange,  sold  his  whole  right  to  the  appellant. 
The  other  two  adjudications  against  Lamb's  estate 
and  his  interest  in  Newgrange  were  acquired  by 
the  respondent,  who  having  obtained  possession  of 
Balskelly  in  virtue  thereof,  brought  an  action  of 
mails  and  duties  against  the  appellant  and  the 
lands  of  Newgrange  for  the  whole  debts  on  which 
the  adjudications  had  been  led. 

In  defence,  it  was  pleaded  that  the  respondent 
iiad  received  full  satisfaction  of  his  claims  against 
Lamb's  estate,  by  the  perception  of  the  profits  of 
the  estate  of  Balskelly,  of  which  he  was  in  pos- 
session ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  he  was  bound  to 
account  for  these  before  he  could  insist  in  his  pre- 
sent demand. 

Answered  J — ^Even  if  it  were  true  that  the  respon- 
dents had  been  thus  satisfied,  still  the  purchaser  of 
Newgrange,  or  the  appellant  who  claims  under  him, 
would  not  be  entitied  to  retain  Lamb's  share  of  the 
price,  but  must  account  for  it  to  him,  or  those 
standing  in  his  right.  The  appellant  has  no  pre- 
tence to  enquire  into  the  management  of  Balskelly, 
because  the  assignations  to  him  by  Janet  Lamb 
and  Cramond  conveyed  no  more  than  their  inter- 
ests in  the  estate  of  Newgrange.  At  all  events, 
Newgrange  was  subject  to  Lamb's  adjudication,  as 
the  proportion  of  the  price  due  to  each  creditor 
had  been  fixed  by  the  decree  of  ranking  and  sale, 
and  for  this  the  respondents  had  an  undoubted 
claim  on  the  estate,  which  the  appellant  had  no  right 
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i74i.       to  contest,  on  a  suggestion  that  satisfaction  had 
co^oFEx     been  received  out  of  Lamb's  proper  estates  of 
HCJNTM  &c  Ba^^^lty ;  tbat  question  being  competent  to  Lamb's 
representatives  only. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,   Elchies,  (27  November, 
1741)  "Found  that  the  defender  (appellant)  hav- 
ing no  other  title  to  the  lands  in  question  Uian  as 
deriving  right  from  the  purchaser  at  the  judicial 
sale,  and  as  having  paid  certain  of  the  creditors 
as  they  were  there  ranked,— -in  which  sale  the 
pursuer   was   also   ranked  upon  his   adjudica- 
tion against  Dr.  Lamb,  for  a  proportion  of  the 
<*  debts  due  to  the  doctor  out  of  the  said  estate ; — 
"  that  therefore  the  pursuer  cannot  in  this  process, 
**  which  is  for  that  part  of  the  price  for  which  he 
"  was  so  ranked,  be  obliged  to  count  and  reckon 
'<  for  his  intromission  with  Dr.  Lamb's  effects,  and 
**  that  the  defender  has  no  sufficient  title  to  object 
"  that  the  pursuer's  adjudication  against  Dr.  Lamb 
"  was  satisfied  and  paid  by  such  intromission." 

Some  other  points  were  discussed,  which  need 
not  be  noticed,  and  the  Court,  upon  the  report  of 
the  Lord  Ordinary,  found  (14  June,  17*3)  "tliat 
**  it  was  not  competent  to  the  defender,  either  as 
purchaser  of  Newgrange,  or  in  right  of  the  par- 
tial conveyance  to  Janet  Lamb's  and  Captain 
Cramond's  adjudications,  to  plead  that  the  pur- 
**  suer  was  satisfied,  and  paid  off  his  debts  upon 
Newgrange  by  intromissions  with  the  rents  or 
price  of  Balskelly,"  &c. 
Entered  7th        The  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 
of  the  27th  November,  1741>  and  14th  June,  17*3, 
and  others  in  the  cause. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — It  would  be  very 
unjust  that  the  respondent,  if  he  has  already  re- 
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ceived  pa3anent  of  his  debt,  should  yet  obtain  de-       1744. 
cree  and  receive  a  second  payment  to  the  prejudice     coopsa 
of  the  appellant,  as  purchaser  not  only  of  the  huntbr  &c 
estate,  but  of  two  adjudications  upon  it,  the  in- 
terest of  which  must  be  greater  or  less  as  the  re- 
spondent succeeds  or  fails  in  his  present  attempt. 
Janet  Lamb  and  Captain  Cramond,  whose  right  the 
appellant  has  acquired,  would,  without  doubt,  have 
been  entitled,  previous  to  the  assignation,  to  have 
insisted  upon  this  objection  to  the  respondent's  de- 
mand ;  and  therefore,  as  in  all  questions  relating 
to  this  estate,  the  appellant,  by  virtue  of  the  assig- 
nations, stands  in  their  place,  he  has  the  same  tide 
which  they  would  have  had  to  insist  upon  the 
objection. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent  (Hunter J  .-^-^It 
was  a  condition  of  Pyper*s  purchase  of  Newgrange 
at  the  judicial  sale,  that  he  should  pay  the  price 
to  the  creditors,  as  they  were  preferred  by  the 
decree  of  ranking ;  and  until  payment  is  made  to 
the  creditors,  according  to  such  preferences,  their 
debts  and  diligences  remain  real  burdens  upon  the 
estate.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  appellant  or  his 
author  had  any  pa3mient  of  that  share  of  the  price 
which  corresponds  to  Dr.  Lamb's  adjudication,  and 
to  which  the  respondent  now  has  right. 

The  appellant  has  no  right  to  Dr.  Lamb's  sepa- 
rate estate.  The  assignations  obtained  from  Janet 
Lamb  and  Cramond  carry  their  interests  only  in 
the  estate  of  Newgrange.  Their  adjudications 
were  expressly  reserved  in  so  far  as  they  might 
affect  any  other  estate  belonging  to  him ;  so  that 

*  There  are  no  pleadings  for  the  other  respondents^  who  appear  to 
have  been  the  tenants  of  the  lands. 
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^^^^-      the  appellant  has  no  title  to  call  the  respondent  to 
cooPEE     account  for  his  alleged  intromission  with  the  Doc- 
hunter,  &c.  toil's  separate  estate. 

Berber' 11,      After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 

1744.  "judged,  &c.  that  so  much  of  the  interlocutors 

"  complained  of,  whereby  it  is  found  *  That  it  is 

*  not  competent  to  the  appellant,  in  right  of  the 

*  partial  conveyances  to  Janet  Lamb's  and  Cap- 

*  tain  Cramond*-s  adjudications,  to  plead  that  the 

*  respondent  is  satisfied  and  paid  off  his  debts  by 
*             *  intromission  with  the  rents  or  price  of  Balskelly  ;* 

be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ;  And  it  is 
hereby  declared,  that  it  is  competent  for  the  ap- 
"  pellant  in  right  of  the  partial  conveyances  to 
Janet  Lamb's  and  Captain  Cramond's  adjudica- 
tions, to  plead  that  tlie  respondent  is  satisfied  and 
paid  off  his  debts,  by  intromissions  with  the  rents 
"  or  price  of  Balskelly  j  and  it  is  hereby  farther 
"  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  tlie  respondent  do 
"  count  and  reckon  with  the  appellant  for  his  in- 
"  tromissions  with  the  rent  or  price  of  Balskelly, 
"  and  that  the  Court  of  Session  do  give  the  proper 
directions  for  taking  the  said  account,  and  for 
making  to  all  the  parties  all  just  allowances 
therein,  and  for  applying  the  clear  produce  of 
^*  such  intromissions  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the 
"  respondent's  demands,  in  such  manner  as  shall 
"  be  agreeable  to  justice  and  the  course  of  the  said 
"  Court,  &c." 

For  Appellant,  William  Murray^  C.  Erskine. 
For  Respondent,   Robert   Craigie^  A.  Hume 
Camjibell. 
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1745. 


The  Earl  and  Countess  of  Cas-  1    jppeUanU ;   '^'""''  *"'* 

SILIS,  ....  J  ^^  HAMILTOK, 

Lord  Archibald  Hamilton,  et  \    j^spmdents. 
alii^        ...         -         J 

Lord  Archibald  Hamilton,     -       Appellant; 

Anne,   Countess  of  Ruglen  j 

William,   Earl  of   March,   I    j^^^dents. 
(her  Son);  the  Earl  and  CouN-  '        ^ 
TESS  OF  Cassilis,  et  aliif 

Anne,   Countess   of  Ruglen  ;  1    Appellants ; 
and  William,  Earl  of  March,  J 

Lord  Archibald  Hamilton,  et  \   Respondents, 
aliif         -         -         -         -         J 

19  and  21  March,  1745. 

Tailzib.— Condition. — Provision  to  Heibs  and  Childrbn. 
i— A  power  being  given  to  the  heir  of  entail  in  possession  to 
burden  the  lands  with  provisions  to  younger  children, — how 
far  these  provisions  are  effectual,  upon  such  heir  denuding  (in 
virtue  of  a  clause  to  that  effect)  in  fovour  of  another  heir  of 
entail  ?  Found  by  the  Court  of  Session  that  such  heir  of  entail 
was  not  bound  to  relieve  the  lands  of  the  burden.  Not  deter- 
mined in  the  House  of  Lords. 

Found  that  it  was  not  a  fair  and  proper  exercise  of  the  power, 
whereby  the  provision  was  to  be  effectual  only  against  the 
heir  of  entail  on  whom  the  estate  devolved,  and  not  on  the 
granter  and  his  heirs. 

Pbebumftion.— Circumstances  under  which  the  special  terms 
of  a  bond  of  provision,  directing  it  in  certain  events  to  de- 
volve to  certain  substitutes,  were  found  to  be  limited  by  a 
general  devolving  clause  in  settlements  of  other  family  pro- 
perty subsequently  executed. 


[^£lchie6,  voce  Provision  to  Heirs  and  Children,  No.  6.] 


William,  Duke  of  Hamilton,  and  Anne,   his  No.  75- 
Duchess,   had  six   sons;   James,  Earl  of  Arran, 
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^'^^'      Charles,  Earl  of  Selkirk,  and  Lords  John,  George, 


cAssiLis,  &c.  Basil,   and  Archibald  Hamilton.     By  an  entail, 
HAMILTON^  containing  the  usual  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  re- 
^'        solutive  clauses,  executed  by  the  Duke  in  1693, 
the  estate  of  Riccarton  was  settled  upon  his  third 
son,  Lord  John  Hamilton,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body,  with  otfier  substitutions ;  and  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  in  case  Lord  John  shall  succeed  to  either 
of  his  elder  brothers,  '*  that  then  the  foresaid  whole 
**  lands,  tithes,  and  others  hereby  disponed,  shall 
*^  devolve,  fall  on,  and  belong  to  the  next  imme- 
**  diate  younger  son  substituted  in  the  foresaid 
"  tailyie,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,**  &c. 

It  is  further  provided,  that  the  said  Lord  John 
and  the  heirs  of  entail  **  shall  do  no  fact  nor  deed 
to  alter,  innovate,  or  infringe  the  foresaid  tailzie, 
directly  or  indirectly,  in  prejudice  of  the  heirs 
**  above  mentioned,  their  succession  to  the  lands 
**  aforesaid  in  all  time  coming,  without  prejudice 
<*  to  him  or  them,  to  give  reasonable  jointures  to 
'<  their  wives,  and  also  rational  provisions  to  their 
"  younger  children,  as  they  shall  think  fit." 

Lord  John  had  two  daughters,  Anne  and  Susan. 
Upon  the  marriage  of  the  former  to  the  Earl  of 
Ruglen,  her  portion  was  advanced  by  her  father, 
without  being  made  a  charge  upon  the  estate 
of  Riccarton ;  and  he  afterwards  granted  to  Susan 
an  heritable  bond  of  provision  over  tliat  estate, 
binding  himself  and  the  heirs  succeeding  to  the^ 
same  to  pay  the  sum  of  L^SOOO.  Shortly  there- 
after, Susan  was  married  to  the  Earl  of  Cassilis. 

Charles,  Earl  of  Selkirk,  died  in  1738,  and  Lady 
Susan  was  infeft  upon  the  bond  the  day  after  his 
death. 
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By  the  death  of  Earl  Charles,Lord  John  succeeded      ^^^' 
to  the  estate  and  earldom  of  Selkirk,  and  in  conse-  cAstiiLis^  &c. 

mm 

quence,  the  right  to  the  estate  of  Riccarton  devolved,  b amilton» 
in  terms  of  the  entail,  upon  his  brother  Lord  Archi-  ^^' 
bald ;  who  thereupon  brought  an  action  against  Lord 
John,  (then  Earl  of  Selkirk)  to  have  it  found  that  he 
should  not  only  denude  of  Riccarton,  but  that  he 
should  also  clear  the  estate  from  the  incumbrance 
created  by  the  heritable  bond  in  favour  of  Lady 
Cassilis. 

On  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court 
found  (22  January,  1742)  «  that  the  Earl  of  Sel- 
*<  kirk  is  bound  to  disburden  the  lands  of  RiCcar- 
<<  ton  of  the  heritable  bond  of  L.3000,  and  to  re- 
<'  lieve  Lord  Archibald  and  the  lands  of  Riccarton 
« thereof."* 

Lord  Selkirk  reclaimed,  and  founded  on  the 
clause  in  the  entail  above  recited ;  and  the  Court 
(12  November,  1742)  altered  and  found  "  that 
'<  he  is  not  bound  to  disburden  the  entail  of  Ric- 
*'  carton  of  the  heritable  bond  of  L.dOOO,  and  in- 
*'  feftment  following  thereon  in  favour  of  his 
<*  daughter,  now  Countess  of  Cassilis,  so  far  as  the 
<<  said  heritable  bond  shall  be  found  to  be  a  rational 
<^  provision  in  favour  of  the  said  Countess ;  and 
"  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  ac- 
"  cordingly."  A  debate  then  took  place  before 
the  Lord  Ordinary  upon  the  point,  in  how  far  the 
said  sum  was  a  **  rational  provision.'' 

*  The  Court  '*  thought  that  the  condition  of  the  devolving  danBe 
*'  having  existed  hy  his  succesaion  to  his  brother  Selkirk's  greater 
'^  estate^  he  must  denude  of  Riccarton  as  he  got  it ;  and  that  the 
**  faculty  to  provide  wives  and  children  was  only  an  exception  from 
''  the  prohibition  to  alter  the  order  of  succession."  £lchies*8  Notes, 
voce  Provision  to  Heirs  and  Children,  No.  6. 


« 
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^'^^'         It  appeared  that  when  the  action  was  first  raised, 

cAssiLii,  &&  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Cassilis  had  (13  July, 

HAMn!TON>  1741)  granted  a  back  bond  to  the  Earl  of  Selkirk, 

^^       whereby,  upon  the  recital,  and  in  implement  of  cer- 

tain  conditions  and  obligations  contained  in  their 

marriage  articles,  **  they  declare  that  they  shall 

*<  luive  no  action  against  the  said  John,  Earl  of  Sel« 

«  kirk  and  Ruglen,  or  his  heirs  of  line,  for  war* 

ranting  or  making   effectual  the  said  L.dOOO 

Sterling,  and  interest  thereof  to  them,   or  for 

maintaining  them  in  possession  of  the  said  yearly 

**  annual  rent  and  lands  themselves ;  and  in  case,  in 

<^  any  question  with  the  said  heirs  of  entail,  the 

**  said  Earl  should  be  found  to  have  exceeded  the 

'^  powers  he  had,  in  burdening  the  said  estate  with 

'  **  the  said  L.3000,  or  that  the  same  should  be  re- 

*'  stricted  to  a  lesser  sum,  and  the  Earl  decerned 

<<  to  relieve  the  estate  of  so  much  thereof;  in  that 

'^  event  they  bound  themselves  to  grant  a  discharge 

<*  and  renunciation  of  so  much  of  the  said  debt  as 

**  the  Earl  may  be  found  to  have  burdened  the 

"  estate  with,  beyond  the  powers  he  had  by  the 

«  entail,'*  &c. 

Founding  upon  this  deed.  Lord  Archibald  main- 
tained that  the  bond  of  provision  had  not  been  in- 
tended to  be  a  charge  upon  the  estate  at  all  events, 
or  a  charge  upon  the  Earl  of  Selkirk  and  his  heirs 
of  line,  which  alone  was  the  sort  of  burden  allowed 
by  the  entail ;  but  was  evidently  a  mere  contrivance 
to  charge  the  estate  whenever  it  should  descend  to 
Lord  Archibald  or  the  other  heirs  of  entaiL 

The  Earl  and  Countess  of  Cassilis  now  appear- 
ed* for  their  interest,  and,  being  made  parties, 
pleaded,  that  the  estate  was  effectually  burdened 
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by  the  bond  of  provision  and  the  infeftments  there-       *^*^* 
on,  as  well  against  the  Earl  of  Selkirk  and  his  heirs  cassilis,  &c. 
male,  as  against  the  heirs  of  provision ;  and  that  by  Hamilton, 
the  agreement  entered  into  by  the  marriage  arti-        ^^ 
cles,  whereby  a  benefit  was  stipulated  in  favow:  of 
Lord  Selkirk,  in  consideration  of  what  he  had 
otherwise  given,  that  burden  was  not  destroyed  or 
intended  to  be  so. 

The  Court  (18  February,  1743)  found,  "  That 
*'  the  Earl  of  Selkirk  could  not,  in  \drtue  of  the 
**  faculty,  charge  the  estate  of  Riccarton  with  pro- 
^*  visions  in  favour  of  his  children,  to  take  place 
only  in  case  of  devolution,  and  not  to  affect  the 
estate  during  the  time  the  same  remained  with 
**  his  own  heirs ;  and  therefore  found,  that  the 
**  provision  in  question,  made  in  favour  of  the 
*<  Countess  of  Cassilis,  being  qualified  by  the  back 
**  bond  dated  13  July,  1741>  so  as  not  to  affect 
the  estate  of  Riccarton,  except  in  case  of  the  de« 
volution  upon  Lord  Archibald  Hamilton,  which 
has  now  happened,  and  not  to  affect  the  same 
"  while  the  estate  remained  with  the  Earl  of  Sel- 
**  kirk's  lady,  the  said  provisions  in  favour  of  the 
'*  Countess  of  Cassilis  is  no  effectual  charge  upon 
**  the  estate  of  Riccarton  in  prejudice  of  Lord 
**  Archibald  Hamilton,  to  whom  the  estate  is  now 
"  devolved.*'    And  they  afterwards  adhered. 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Earl  and  Coun- 1"^^  ^ 
tess  of  Cassilis,*  from  the  interlocutor  of  18  Febru- 1744. 
aiy,  1743,  and  others  in  the  cause. 
A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  Lord  Archibald  ^^"^^' 


*  The  Earl  of  Selkirk  was  likewise  an  appellant,  but,  by  an  order 
of  4tli  December,  1744,  was  struck  out  from  the  appeal,  and  alkwed 
to  be  made  a  respondent* 

VOL.  I.  2  C 
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1745.       Hamilton  from  the  interlocutor  of  12  November, 


CA88ILI8^  &C.  1742. 

HAMILTON,  Pleaded  fw  the  Appellants :— (the  Earl  and 
&c  '  Countess  of  CassiUs.J  Lord  Selkirk  had;  bj  the 
entail,  a  power  to  charge  the  estate  with  such 
reasonable  provisions  for  his  younger  children  as 
he  should  think  fit ;  and  this  power  he  exercised 
in  a  legal  and  proper  manner,  not  contingent  upon 
the  event  of  devolution  on  the  other  heirs  of  en- 
tail, but  absolutely  binding  upon  himself  and  his 
own  heirs  male  ;  so  that,  unless  modified  by  a  sub- 
sequent agreement,  there  can  be  no  doubt  tiiat  the 
estate  was  efiectually  charged  to  that  extent  This 
agreement  entered  into  on  the  marriage  of  the  ap- 
pellants, cannot  have  the  effect  of  defeating  that 
charge  in  toto.  It  was  previously  a  subsisting' bur- 
den on  the  estate,  perfected  by  infi^hnent ;  and 
the  only  alteration  made  at  that  time,  (and  subse- 
quently in  1741,)  was  a  stipulation  in  favour  of 
Lord  Selkirk,  releasing  him  personally  from  the 
obligation  to  pay  interest ;  and  taking  upon  them- 
selves the  hazard  of  the  suit,  touching  his  power  to 
charge  the  lands  of  Riccarton,  and  his  Uability  now 
to  disburden  the  same.  ^  It  cannot  be  supposed  that 
the  provision  was  not  to  become  eflSectual  in  case 
of  the  estate  devolving  to  the  subsequent  heirs  of 
entail,  it  being  the  only  provision  which  Lord  Sel- 
kirk had  made  for  his  daughter,  and  theref(H*e  all 
that  she  could  have  claimed,  if  he  had  died  before 
her  marriage.  ^ 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent : — ( Lord  Atdubald 
Hamilton.)  Although  by  the  entail  of  Riccar- 
ton a  power  was  reserved  to  grant  rationed  provi- 
sions to  younger  children,  that  was  only  in  the 
event  of  the  estate  descending  to  the  heirs  male  of 
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the  body  of  Lord  John,  and  not  in  that  of  its  de-       1745. 
volving  to  the  other  heirs  of  entail.     As  that  was  cassilis,  &c 
the  only  estate  he  had,  ont  of  which  he  could  make         ^' 

J  HAMILTON^ 

such  provision,  the  heirs  of  his  body  might  in  that  &«• 
case  be  bound ;  but  such  provision  could  not  bind 
the  other  heirs  of  entail,  for  by  the  entail,  in  the 
event  of  Lord  John's  succeeding  to  a  much  greater 
estate,  the  '*  haH  lands,"  &c.  are  to  devolve  on  the 
next  heir  therein  mentioned,,  and  Lord  John  is 
obliged  to  denude  himself  of  all  right  to  the  same ; 
and  therefore,  as  the  right  which  he  got  was  abso^ 
lute  and  unincumbent,  he  ought  to  give  up  and  de- 
nude himself  of  a  right  in  like  manner  free,  from  all 
burdens  whatever,  especially  as  in  the  devolving 
clause  no  power  is  given  to  him  to  cfaaige  the  lands 
with  provisions  to  his  children, .  with  which,  had  14 
been  intended,  would  not  have  been  omitted.  <  On 
these  grounds,  the  interlocutor^  12  Mbvember  1 74S, 
ought  to  be  reversed.  .     .  .     •  i 

But  whatever  might  have  been  Lord  Selkirk's 
power  of  granting  provisions  to  his  younger  children, 
he  did  not  exercise  that  power  in  a  fair  and  legal  man- 
ner. From  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, — ^the 
time  of  granting  the  bond,  the  date  (^the  infeflment 
thereon,  and  especially  from  the  stipulations  in  the 
marriage  settlement,  and  the  relative  back  bond, — ^it 
is  evident  that  the  whole  was  a  fraudulent  transac- 
tion, to  render  the  provision  a  charge  against  the 
estate,  only  in  case  of  its  devolving  to  the  respon- 
dent Lord  Archibald,  and  not  while  in  the  person 
of  Lord  Selkirk,  or  his  heirs.  Bonds  of  provision 
to  younger  children  are  understood  to  be  intended 
for  an  immediate  fund  of  subsistence,  payable  at 
such  terms  and  in  such  events  as  make  it  reason* 
able  and  necessary  that  youi^er  children  should  be 
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1745.       SO  provided,  and  therefore  the  parent  binds  himself 

cAssiLis^  &c  and  his  heirs  in  payment  of  them.    But  a  bond  uti- 

HAM^LTON    ^^^  ^"^^  restrictions  as  the  present,  could  not  be  a 

&c        proper  provision  for  any  child ;  which  plainly  shows 

the  simulate  nature  of  the  transaction. 

After  hearing  counsel,  &c.  *'  it  is  ordered  and 
iTsS^  **  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  comphdned  of  in 
1745.  «  the  said  appeal  of  the  said  Earl  and  Countess  of 

*^  Cassilis,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  affirmed. 
And  it  appearing,  that  the  question  touching  the 
disburdening  the  estate  of  Riccarton  of  the  sum 
<<  of  L.3000  and  interest,  claimed  by  the  appellant, 
^*  is  now  immaterial,  and  doth  not  properly  come 
in  judgment  in  this  cause,  it  is  hereby  also  order* 
ed  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  ISth 
Jf  November,  IJ^^,  pronounced  thereupon,  be,  and 
"  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed ;  but  without  pre- 
<^  judice  to  that  question,  when  the  same  shall  pro- 
perly come  in  judgment  in  any  other  cause,"  &c. 


u 


A  separate  question  arose  between  the  Countess 
of  Ruglen,  Earl  John's  eldest  daughter,  and  her  son 
the  Earl  of  March,  on  one  hand,  and  Lord  Arch- 
ibald Hamilton  and  Basil*  Hamilton,  on  the  other ; 
and  related  to  his  bonds,  one  for  L.20,0(X)  Scots, 
and  another  for  L.40,0(X)  Scots,  which  had  been 
granted  to  Lord  John,  (afl;erwards  Lord  Selkirk,) 
both  under  clauses  of  devolution. 

By  a  deed  executed  in  March,  1 685,  William, 
Duke  of  Hamilton,  assigned  an  heritable  bond  for 
L.20,0(X)  Scots,  in  favour  of  his  third  son,  (the  said 

*  Basil  died  during  the  dependence  of  the  action,  which  was  after- 
wards carried  on  by  John  Hamilton  (as  executor  creditor  confirmed) 
and  Lord  Dunbar,  and  Mary  Hamilton  (Basil's  children)  were  made 
parties  to  it;  but  as  this  does  not  a^ct  the  question,  the  report  is 
carried  on  in  the  name  of  Basil. 
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Lord  John»)  and  his  heirs  male ;  whom  failing,  to      1745. 
his  younger  brothers  successively,   with  certain  cassilis,  &c 
other  substitutions,  and  with  a  provision,  "  that  in  ^^^ '^^on, 
<<  case  Lord  John  should  succeed  to  eithjer  of  his       &e. 
^<  elder  brothers,  tlien  the  aforesaid  sum  should 
<<  descend  to  the  said  Lord  George,  and  the  rest  of 
^^  the  younger  brothers  successively,  &c.  and  that 
*^  the  said  Lord  John  should  be  obliged  to  denude 
^  himself  thereof  in  their  favours.* 

Again,  by  the  entail  in  1693,  (above  mentioned) 
the  estateof  Crawford  Douglas  is  conveyed  to  Charles 
Earl  of  Selkirk,  (the  Duke's  second  son,)  with  a 
provision,  <*  that  in  case  the  said  Charles  Earl  of 
Selkirk  should  die  without  heirs  male  of  his  body, 
so  that  Lord  John,  the  third  son,  or  any  of  the 
younger  brothers  above  mentioned,  should  hap- 
pen to  succeed  to  the  said  lands  and  barony  of 
Crawford  Douglas,  then  any « sums  of  money 
which  should  be  due  to  Lord  John,  or  any  of  the 
said  y()pnger  brothers  so  succeeding,*'  &c.  should 
return  and  fall  back  to  James  E.  of  Arran,  (their 
eldest  son,)  and  his  said  heirs  male,  &c.  <^  and  the 
bonds  of  provision  granted  by  us  to  our  said  sons 
so  succeedmg  shall  be  void  and  extinct,  so  far  as 
the  said  sums  shall  be  resting  unpaid  by  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  family  of  Hamilton.  But  in 
"  case  the  sums  contained  in  their  said  bonds  shall 
''  happen  to  be  uplifted  and  paid  at  the  time  of 
'<  their  succession  to  the  said  lands,  in  that  case 
'<  their  said  provisions,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall 
have. been  actually  paid,  shall  not  return  to  the 
family,  but  the  same,  with  any  other  money  or 
estate  left  by  us  to  our  said  younger  sons,  shall 
**  fall,  appertain^  and  belong  to  the  said  hail  other 
younger  brothers  of  them  that  shall  succeed  to 
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1744^.       **  the  aforesaid  lands  and  barony  of  Crawford  Dou- 
CA88ILI8,.  &c. "  glas,  and  their  heirs  male  equally  among  them." 

The  estate  of  Crawford  John  was  abo  conveyed 
&C.  by  the  Duchess  of  Hamilton,  with  consent  of  her 
husband,  to  Earl  Charles,  with  the  same  substitutions, 
and  under  the  same  conditions*  Shortly  afterwards 
(in  Sept  1693)  she  granted  an  heritable  bond  in 
favour  of  Lord  John,  for  L.40,000  Scots,  payable  at 
the  first  term  after  the  decease  of  the  longest  Uver  of 
her  and  the  Duke,  witli  a  provision,  "  that  in  case 
<<  the  said  Lord  John  shoidd  happen  to  succeed  to 
"  Charles  Earl  of  Selkirk,  his  immediate  elder  bro- 
*<  ther,  in  the  lands  of  Crawford  Douglas  and  Craw- 
<*  ford  John,  then  so  much  of  the  said  sums,  there- 
^^by  provided,  as  should  be  uplifted  at  the  time  of 
<^  his  said  succession,  should  fall  and  belong  to  the 
**  heirs  of  the  family  of  Hamilton,  and  this  bond  to 
^^  be  paid  in  so  far  as  it  extends  to  sums  that  should 
"  be  resting  unuplifted  thereof  &c.  A  power  of 
revocation  and  alteration  is  reserved. 

Upon  the  marriage  of  Lord  John  in  1694,  the 
Duchess,  in  the  marriage  contract,  (her  husband 
being  dead,)  after  reciting  the  terms  of  the  provi- 
sion to  Lord  John  of  the  L.40,000  Scots,  and  the 
reserved  power  of  alteration,  bound  and  obliged 
herself,  her  heirs  and  executors,  to  pay  to  the  said 
Lord  John,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  at  the  term  of 
Lammas  1695^  the  said  sum  of  L.40,000  Scots,  with 
interest  during  the  non-payment,  and  declared  that 
it  should  belong  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  al- 
though it  should  happen  to  be  unpaid  at  her  de- 
cease, notwithstanding  of  any  clause  In  the  said 
bond  to  the  contrary. 

Upon  the  succession  of  Lord  John  to  his  elder 
brother.  Lord  Charles,  in  1739,  two  actions  were 
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raisedagainsthimbyhisyounger  brother^  Lord  Arch-      1745. 
ibaldy  and  by  Basil  Hamilton,  (son  of  Lord  Basil)  cassilis,  &c. 
for  having  it  found  (inter  alia)  that  he  was  bound  hamVltoh 
by  the  devolving  clause  in  the  settlement  of  1693        ^^- 
to  pay  to  them  the  sum  of  L*40,000  Scots  received 
by  him  on  the  said  bond  of  provision,  and  also  the 
sum  of  L.20,000  Scots,  received  by  him  on  the  as- 
signation by  his  father  to  the  heritable  bond* 

The  Court  (22  Januaiy,  1742)  "found,  that 
"  the  defender^  John  Earl  of  Selkirk,  having  suc- 
«  ceeded  to  the  estates  of  Crawford  Douglas  and 
<<  Crawford  John,  is,  by  the  condition  in  the  settle- 
<^  ment  of  these  estates,  bound  to  make  payment 
*<  to  the  pursuers,  equally  between  them,  of  the  sum 
<<  of  L.20,0(X)  Scots,  contained  in  the  bond  assign- 
"  ed  to  him  by  the  disposition  from  his  father  in 
"  1685  ;  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  clause  con- 
<*  tained  in  the  said  disposition,  which  provides, 
"  that  in  case  the  defender  should  succeed  to  any 
<<  of  his  elder  brothers,  the  said  sum  should  fall  and 
"  descend  to  his  immediate  younger  brother,  and 
"  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  found,  that  this  clause 
'<  was  effectually  altered  by  the  condition  annexed 
'^  to  the  subsequent  settlement  made  by  the 
<<  said  Duke  and  Duchess  of  Hamilton,  of  the 
<^  lands  of  Crawford  John  and  Crawford  Douglas. 
"  But  found,  that  the  heritable  bond  of  L.40,000 
<<  being  granted  to  Lord  John,  his  heirs  and  assig- 
<^  nees,  and  reserving  to  the  Duke  and  Duchess  to 
<<  alter  the  same,  and  the  said  Duchess  after  the 
<<  death  of  the  said  Duke  having  consented  and  be- 
"  come  a  party  to  the  said  defender's  contract  of 
**  marriage,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  said 
<^  sum  should  be  employed  in  purchasing  lands, 
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1745.       **  &c.  to  be  taken  to  the  defenders  and  the  hrirs  of 

CA88ILIS,  &c  '*  the  marriage  ;  that  thereby  the  clause  in  the  sef> 

HAMILTON    "  tlements  of  the  above  estates,  which  provides, 

&c        «  that  in  case  of  the  defenders  succeeding  to  the 

<'  said  lands,  any  other  money  or  estate  left  by  the 

*<  said  Duke  and  Duchess  to  the  defender,  should 

<*  fall  and  appertain  to  his  hail  younger  brothers, 

<<  and  their  heirs  male,  equally  among  them,  was  ef- 

*^  fectually  altered ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  defen- 

*<  der  is  not  bound  to  pay  to  the  pursuers  the  said 

«  sum  of  L.40,000,**  &c. 

(John,  Earl  of  Selkirk,  and  Mr.  Basil  Hamilton 
died  after  these  interlocutors  were  pronounced; 
but  it  is  unnecessary  to  detail  the  proceedings  that 
took  place,  in  consequence.) 
Entendss  An  appeal  was  brought  by  Lord  Archibald 
March,  1744.  jjamiltou  from  that  part  of  the  interlocutor  pf  the 
22d  January,  1742,  which  relates  to  the  L.40,000, 
and  from  the  interlocutor  of  the  4th  February, 
1742.* 
Entered  6  A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Countess  of 

Ruglen,  and  her  son  the  Earl  of  March,  from  that 
part  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  22d  January,  1742, 
which  relates  to  the  L.20,000  bond,  and  from  an 
interlocutor  of  the  18th  November,  1743.  To  this 
appeal  the  representatives  of  Basil  were  made  par- 
ties. 

Fleadedfor  the  Appellant^  (hord  Archibald:) 
—1.  (As  to  the  L.40,000  bond.)  By  the  clause 
of  devolution  in  the  settlement  of  1693,  it  was  fix- 

*  He  likewive  appealed  from  an  interlocutor  of  the  S6th  January, 
touching  the  superiority  of  certain  lands^  the  particulars  of  which 
claim  it  18  thought  uoneoeaaary  to  detaiL 


Feb.  1744. 
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ed  that  all  the  provisions  made  in  favour  of  Lord       ^^^' 
John  were,  in  the  event  of  his  succeeding  to  the  cassilw,  &c 
Crawford  estates,  to   appertain  to  the  younger  hamu!ton^ 
brothers ;  and  he  cannot  claim  under  that  settle-        ^* 
ment,  unless  he  complies  with  this  provision. 

Although  a  power  of  revocation  was  reserved, 
it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  implied  revocation 
of  this  proviso,  that  the  Duchess,  in  the  provision 
of  the  L.40,000  bond  to  Lord  John  in  169S,  de- 
clared that  any  part  of  this  sum,  which  shall  be 
unuplifted  at  his  succession,  shall  return  to  the 
family,  but  omits  to  say,  as  was  done  in  a  clause 
of  the  former  settlement,  that,  what  shaU  have 
been  paid  to  the  said  Lord,  ^ball  fall  to  his  young- 
er brothers,  and  their  heirs  male,  equally  among 
them. 

Neither  can  it  be  considered  as  a  revocation  of 
this  proviso,  that  she  consented  to  the  marriage 
contract  of  Lord  John.  The  only  difference  there- 
by made  was,  that  she  so  far  dispensed  with  the 
power  of  revocation  ;  and  that  the  bond  was  made 
payable  immediately,  instead  of  being  so  only  after 
her  death.  The  proviso  still  remained  that,  if 
Lord  John  succeeded  to  the  Crawford  estates,  he 
must  make  that  sum  good  to  his  younger  brothers. 

2.  (With  regard  to  the  bond  for  L.20,000.) 
There  is  no  doubt  that  this  sum  was  part  of  the 
provision  for  Lord  John,  and  tliat  the  money  was 
actually  received  by  him ;  and,  therefore,  by  the 
express  words  of  the  settlement  in  1693,  all  the 
provisions  and  estates  so  received  were  to  devolve 
to  his  younger  brothers,  and  their  heirs  male, 
equally.  It  cannot  then  be  a  doubt  that  the 
money  must  be  paid,  and  there  can  be  as  little 
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174S.      doubt  to  whom  this  payment  is  now  to  be  made, 
CA8SILI8,  &C.  since,  whatever  was  the  destination  in  the  first 
HAinLTOH^  settlement  of.l68ff^  a  power  of ,  alteration  was 
&C.       therein,  re9erved, ^and  this  .power  was^e£Gbctually  ex- 
ercised by  the .  settlement  of  I69l9u 

Pleaded  /or.  the  Me/spandentSy  (the  CamUese  of 
March  andMvglen^  and  the  Earl  (f  March  :>— 
1..  The  devolving  clause  in  the,  settlement  1693^ 
(whereby,  if  Loi:d  John>  or  any  of  his  younger  bro* 
thers  should  succeed  to  the  Craif  ford  estate,  such 
part  of  their  provision  as  remained  unpaid  should 
sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir  at  law,  and  such 
other  part  as  should  have  been  actually,  received 
should  be  divided  amongst,  and  payable  to,  the  next 
younger .  brothers, .  and  their  heirs  male,)  <was,  in 
many  respects,  altered  by  the  bond  granted  in 
September.  I69df  to  Lord  John  by  the  Duchess. 
By  the  former,  sui^h.provisions  as, might  have  been 
actually  received  were,  upon  his  succession  to  the 
Crawford  estates,  ta  be  *divided  equally  among  his 
younger  brothers.  By  the  latter,.. L.40,000  were 
settled  upon  Lord  John,  his .  heirs.  >  and  assignees, 
and  the  only  proviso  is,  with  regard  to  such  part 
of  it  as  should,  remain  unpaid. at  the  time  of  his 
succession  to  either  of  his  elder  brothers,  and  this 
part  is  directed  to  be  sunk,  and.  to  return  to  the 
heir  and  representative  of  the  family  of  Hamilton. 

The  words  ^<  to  his  heir9  and  assignees,'^  convey 
an  absolute  interest  in  whatever  may  have  been 
paid,  ,       .       .  • 

But,  if  there  were  any  doubt,  this  is  entirely  re- 
moved by  the  marriage  contract  of  Lord  John. 
A  power  of  revocation  and  alteration  was  re- 
served, in  the  bond,  to  the  longest  liver ;  and  the 
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Duchess  having    survived   the  Duke,  had    this       ^^^- 
power,  and  exercised  it  eflfectually  by  the  part  cassilw,  &c. 
she  took  in  the  contract    She  then  renounced  all  haxxltov, 
power  of  revoclEition,  and  made  the  sum  payable  at        ^^ 
the  first  term  thereafter,  instead  of  the  first  term 
after  her  decease ;  and  by  this  means  gave  him  an 
unlimited  valid  right  in  the  whole  sum,  and  freed 
it  of  the  condition  in  favour  of  the  heir  of  the 
House  of  Hamilton, 

Further,  the  Duchess,  after  having  thus  confer-  , 
red  an  absolute  interest  in  this  sum,  is  a  party  to 
Lord  John^s  marriage  contract,  whereby  this  and 
other  sums  are  settled  upon  the  heirs  of  the  mar- 
riage without  any  condition  as  to  Lord  John's  suc- 
ceeding to  the  Crawford  estates ;  whereby  she  who 
alone  had  the  power  of  altering  the  former  destina- 
tion, secured  as  well  the  sums  actually  paid  as 
those  unpaid,  at  the  time  of  the  succession  open- 
ing to  Lord  John,  upon  him  and  the  issue  of  his 
body. 

2.  The  special  destination  in  1685  of  the 
L.20,000  bond,  with  the  clause  of  devolution 
therein  contained,  was  not  altered  by  the  posterior 
devolving  clause  in  the  settlement  of  1693.  It  is 
a  rule  of  construction,  that  a  prior  special  convey- 
ance is  not  to  be  defeated  by  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance in  general  terms,  and  relating  principally 
to  other  subjects.  But,  admitting  that  the  former 
destination  had  been  so  defeated,  and  that  Lord 
John  could  not  gratuitously  alter  this  last  convey- 
ance, yet  he  might  and  did  alter  it  by  his  marriage 
contract ;  for  such  a  contract  is  not  gratuitous, 
but  rational  and  onerous. 

**  Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  of  Judgment, 

March  Sl> 
1745. 
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^^^'       •*  the  22d  January,  1742,  complained  of,  be,  and 
ocHTBRLONY  «  tfac  saflie  aTc  hereby  affirmed^ 


No.  76. 


For  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Cassilis,  Bo.  Craigiej 

C.  ErsMne. 
For  the  Countess  of  Ruglen  and  Earl  of  March, 

A.  Hume  Campbell^  Alexander  Forrester. 
For  Lord  Archibald  Hamilton,  Wm.  Murray^ 

JF.  Hamilton. 


George  Ochterlony,       -        -        Appellant ; 
Archibald  Hunter,  et  alii,      -        Respondents. 

9  April,  1745. 

Bill  of  Exchangb. — Found  that  one  who  had  retired  bilk  in 
London^  supra  protest^  for  the  honour  of  the  drawer^  (who  wag 
in  Scotland^)  was  not  debarred  of  his  recourse  against  the 
drawer^  although  he  did  not  give  notice  of  the  dishonour  of 
the  bills  for  eight  days. 

Found  also  that  this  was  a  sufficient  notification  of  the  dishon- 
our of  other  bills^  retired  in  the  same  way,  although  payable 
after  the  date  of  the  letter. 


[Kilkerran,  p.  73.    Elch.  voce  Bill  of  Fxchange,  No.  32 ;  Diet. 
III.  54;  Mor.  1567;  Brown's  Supp.  ▼.  733.] 


Several  bills  were  drawn  in  Scotland  by  Hunter, 
upon  Charles  Murray  in  London,  payable  to  Peter 
Murdoch,  merchant  in  Glasgow,  or  order.  These 
bills  were  paid  by  Ochterlony  supra  protest,  for 
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the  honour  of  the  drawer.    There  were  a  variety      it^j. 


of  questions  between  the  parties ;  but  the  present  ocHrB&LoirT 

report  relates  only,  Ist,  to  a  bill  for  L.400,  dated     huntke. 

the  19  March,  I7S6,  which  was  paid  by  Ochterlony 

on  the  18  May  following ;  2dly,  to  a  bill  dated    . 

19  March  for  L.250,  and  paid  92  May,  with  regard 

to  which  two  bills,  Ochterlony,  on  the  26  of  May, 

wrote  to  Hunter,  saying,  **  I  have  paid  all  of  them 

<<  that  have  fallen  due  since  the  18  March  last, 

''  supra  protest,  for  your  honour,  kcJ"  and  3dly,  to 

certain  other  bills  which  were  paid  in  the  same  way 

subsequent  to  the  date  of  this  letter. 

In  the  action  at  Ochterlony's  instance,  against 
Hunter  (the  drawer)  for  recourse,  the  question  oc- 
curred. How  far  one  who  pays  supra  protest,  for 
the  honour  of  the  drawer,  is  bound  to  give  the  same 
timeous  notification,  as  the  holder  is  of  the  disho- 
nour of  the  bill  ?♦ 

The  pursuer  argued,  that  there  was  a  great  dif- 
ference  between  the  case  of  a  bill  being  paid  supra 
protest  for  the  honour  of  the  drawer,  and  that  of  a 
bill  being  protested  for  non-payment  or  non-accept- 
ance by  the  holder  of  it.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
holder  undertakes  diligence  in  virtue  of  the  bill 
contract,  and  the  most  exact  diligence  therefore  is 
required  in  every  respect,  and  particularly  in  the 
point  of  notification ;  and  if  he  fail  in  this,  he  is 
held  to  have  lost  his  recourse,  although  damage 
cannot  be  proved :  but  it  is  different  with  regard 
to  him  who  pays  supra  protest  for  the  honour  of 
the  drawer.  He  has  undertaken  no  diligence,  and 
luts  interfered  merely  from  motives  of  friendship, 

*  With  r^^ard  to  certain  bills,  which  had  been  paid  a  considerable 
time  before  the  date  of  the  letter  above  referred  to^  it  was  held  to  be 
dear  that  the  pursuer  had  lost  his  recourse. 
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.    1745.      and  can  therefore  only  lose  his  recourse,  if  it  be 
ocHTKELONY  provcd  tl^t  damage  has  been  iaeun^d '  by  his  in* 
HOMTEK.    terposition,  and  by  his  failure  to  notify. 

Hunter  answered,  that  the  two  cases  were  the 
same ;  that  the  drawer  ought  not  to  be  put  in  a 
worse  case  by  another's  interposing  than  he  would 
have  been  had  it  been  left  to  the  holder  to  notify 
the  dishonour ;  and  that  the  reason  of  the  thing 
applied  to  both  caaes,  viz.  that  the  drawer  may  be 
put  on  his  guard,  to  secure  the  efiects  of  the  per- 
son on  whom  he  has  drawn  the  bills.  . 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  Dun,  (February  8,  1743,) 
remitted  to  Messrs.  Coutts,  Arbuthnot,  and  Hay, 
bankers  in  Edinburgh,  to  report  their  opinion  *  as 

<  to  what  time  notification  ought  to  be  sent  to  the 

<  drawek*  of  a  bill,  and  how  soon  that  the  same  is 

*  dishonoured  by  not  payment,  in  order  to  entitle 

*  to  recourse  j  and  as  to  the  effect  of  the  pursuer's 

<  letter  of  notice  to  the  defender,  of  the  26  May, 

<  and  what  effect  the  said  notification  might,  havie, 

*  both  with  respect  to  the  bills  formerly  due,  tak- 

<  ing  notice  of  the  respective  terms  of  payment, 

<  anterior  to  the  said  notification,  and  also  what 

*  effect  the  same  can  hav^  with .  respect  to  those 

*  bills  which  were  on  the  said  26  May  not  due  or 

*  payable,  but  which  wer)e  afterwards  paid  by  the 
^  pursuer,  and  whereof  he  gave  notification  that 
^  they  were  dishonoured ;  and  allowed  either  party 

*  to  get  what  opinions  they  thought  fit  from  mer- 
^  chants  in  Edinburgh  or  in  London,  to  clear  up 
^  the  custom  observed  in  such  cases/ 

The  gentlemen  above  named  reported  their  opi- 
nions to  be,  that  in  the  case  of  a  bill  taken  up 
supra  protest  for  honour  of  the  drawer,  in  order 
to  entitle  the  payer  of  the  bill  to  recourse,  notifi- 


9. 

HUKTKE. 
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cation  ought  to  be  made  to  the  drawer  the  post  1745. 
immediately  after  taking  up  the  bill  or  the  next  ochtebldny 
following  post  That  therefore  the  letter  of  26 
May  was  Hot  diie  Hbtificatibn  Heith  Regard  to  a 
bill  that  had  been  recdved  iSve  days  before  its  date. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  London  bankers  were  of 
opinion  that  by  law  as  well  as  by  custom  of  mer- 
chants, a  person  who  retired  la  bill  supra  protest 
for  the  honour  of  the  drawer,  was  allowed  fourteen 
days  to  notify  the  same  to  the  drawer^  in  order  to 
entitle  him  to  recourse,  aiid  that  the  letter  of  the 
S6  May  was  a'  suffideni  notification  foi"  all  the  bills 
that  fell  due  within  foutrteen  days  after  the  date  of 
the  said  letter ;  and  they  therefore  thought  Hun- 
ter liable  unles£l  he  could  show  that  he  had  sus- 
tained loss  for  want  of  notification; 

The  Courts  (24  November,  17*3,)*  found  that 
the  letter  of  the  26  May  was  a  sufficient  notifica- 
tion to  entiUe  the  pursuer  to  recourse  against  the 
defender  for  two  of  the  bills,  viz.  the  bill  of  the  19 
March,  which  Was  paid  on  the  IS^May,  and  the 
bill  of  tiie  same  date,  paid  on  the  22d ;  but  found 
that  the  said  letter  was  not  a  sufficient  notification 
of  the  dishonour  of  the  bills  paid  after  its  date. 
But  upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition  and  an- 
swers, the  Lords  found,  '  That  tiie  above  letter  was  si  Dec  1743. 
<  not  a  suffident  notification  to  entitie  the  pursuer 

*  to  recourse  for  the  bill  paid  on  the  18  May ;  and 

*  they  adhered  to  the  rest  of  the  former  interlocu- 

*  tor.' 

An  appeal  was  brought  from  that  part  of  the  in-  Entered 
terlocutor  of  the  24  November,  1743,  which  found  *^  •'*"•  ^^^ 
that  the  letter  of  the  26  May  was  not  a  sufficient 

*  See  Kilkernm  as  to  the  opinions  of  the  Court. 
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9  Aprils  1745. 


1745.       notification  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bills  paid  after 
ocHTE&LONY  its  datc,  and  also  from  the  interlocutor  of  21  De- 

^'        cember. 
Jadgment,         After  hearing  counsel,  ^^  it  is  ordered  and  ad^ 

^judged,  &c.  That  so  much  of  the  interlocu- 
'  tor  of  the  24  November,  174S>  whereby  it  is 
'  found,  '  That  the  letter  of  the  26  May,  1736,  was 
no  sufficient  notification  of  the  dishonour  of  the 
bills  paid  by  the  appellant  after  the  date  of  said 
letter,'  and  also  so  much  of  the  said  interlocutor 

*  of  the  21  December,  1743,  whereby  it  is  found,** 
that  the  said  letter  was  not  a  sufficient  notification 
to  entitle  the  appellant  to  recourse  against  the 
said  Robert  Hunter  for  the  bill  dated  19  March, 
1736,  and  paid  supra  protest  on  the  18th  May 
thereaft;er,'  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ; 

*  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the 
residue  of  the  said  interlocutors  complained  of 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed*'' 


For  Appellant,  JSo.  Craigie^  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondents,  A*  Hume  Campbell^  C.  Ers* 
kine. 


This  reversal  is  not  noticed  in  the  reports.  Kilkerran,  how- 
ever, states^  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  proceed- 
ed on  the  ground  that  Hunter  was  ''  only  a  nominal  drawer, 
^  whose  ^th  was  not  followed  by  the  porteur  of  the  bills,  the 
'^  person  by  whom  they  were  payable,  nor  by  Ochterlony,  who 
''  accepted  supra  protest  for  honour." 
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1745. 


CATANACH, 

ftc. 


AppeOants:    «o">o^>*«- 


James  Catanach>  et  aUi, 

C.  H.  GoBDON,  and  R.  Paterson,  ^ 

Vice»Chancellor  of  the  Univer-  L  Respcnde$U8. 

sity  of  Aberdeen,        .        -       j 

11  Aprils  1745- 

Paofsssob  of  law. — It  being  required  by  the  foundfltion  of  a 
coU^e^  that  the  professors  of  law  should  be  doctors  of  laws^  or 
at  least  licentiates^  cum  rigore  examinationis, — an  objection  that 
the  college  could  no  longer  confer  that  degree  legally^  was 
not  sustained  against  one  who  pretended  to  be  so  qualified. 


[Elchies^  ooce  Prof,  of  Law,  No.  1 ;  Falc.  I.  p.  15 ;  Fol.  Diet, 
iv.  154;  Mor.  Diet  12,253.;] 

A  vacancy  having  occurred  in  the  professorship  No.  77- 
of  Civil  Law  in  the  King's  College  of  Aberdeen, 
a  meeting  for  election  was  held  on  8th  June, 
1743.  By  the  foundation  of  the  college*  it  is  re- 
quired that  the  several  professors  should  have  at* 
tained  the  degree  of  doctor  in  their  respective 
sciences,  "  si  tales  commode  haberi  possint ;  alio- 
<<  quin,  in  iisdem  facultatibus  licentiati  cum  rigore 
"  examinis,  qui  infra  annum  a  die  admissionis 
'*  eorum  in  dicto  Collegio  ad  Doctoratus  gradum 
'^  singuU  in  praefatis  facultatibus  se  faciant  pro- 
"  moveri."  A  majority  of  votes  appeared  in  favour 
of  James  Catanach,  Advocate  in  Aberdeen,  upon 
whom  a  degree  of  doctor  of  law  had  been  confer- 
red by  the  Marischal  College  of  Aberdeen.  The 
remaining  votes  were  given  in  favour  of  Charles 

2  D 
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_J[22f;^ii.  Hamilton  Gordon,  a  member  of  the  Faculty  of 

CATAHACK,  Advocatcs  in  Edinburgh. 

9.  Each  of  the  parties  obtained  a  presentation  in 

etfRDoir,  fte.  j^  favour,  snd  a  competition  before  the  C!ourt  of 
Session  ensued,  in  the  form  of  an  action  of  multiple* 
poinding,  at  the  instance  of  Mr«  I^EMjerson,  the 
Vice-Chancellor.  The  appellant  Cataitach  main- 
tained  that  having  received  the  degree  of  doctor 
of  law  from  the  Marischal  College  of  Aberdeen, 
he  was  duly  qualified.  That  college,  by  its  char- 
ter,  confirmed  in  various  acts  of  Parliament,  had 
full  powers  of  bestowing  all  academical  degrees, 
and  receiving  new  professors :  the  dean  of  faculty 
is  particularly  appointed  to  preside  '^in  promo* 
"  tionibus  ad  quemcunque  gradum ;"  and  by  act 
of  Parliament  1593,  (confirmed  in  l66l)  there 
were  granted  to  the  college  "  all  freedoms,  fran- 
chises, liberties,  free  privileges,  and  jurisdictions 
that  to  any  free  college  within  this  realm  by  kw 
"  and  practice  is  known  to  appertain.'*  Gordon's 
qualification  cannot  be  admitted,  for  where  found- 
ers have  required  a  particular  qualification,  a  court 
of  law  cannot  substitute  an  equivalent  for  them. 
If,  however,  in  this  case  equivalents  are  to  be  ad- 
mitted, then,  even  holding  the  appellant's  diploma 
to  have  been  inept,  to  the  effect  of  conferring  on 
him  a  degree  in  terms  of  the  charter,  the  parties 
are  in  that  respect  in  pari  casu,  and  his  plurality 
of  votes  must  prevail. 

The  other  appellants  (viz.  the  majority  of  elect- 
ors) likewise  insisted  that  they  were  the  proper  and 
sole  judges  of  the  qualification  of  the  candidates, 
and  that  their  decision  was  not  subject  to  the  con- 
troul  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

Gordon  maintained  that  since  the  Reformation, 
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the  practice  of  granting  degrees  in  civil  law,  had  ^^^' 
been  discontinued  in  the  Scotch  universities,— that  catanach, 
the  only  degree  in  law  now  in  use,  was  that  of  •. 
advocate  granted  upon  certain  trials,  (including  a  ^®*^®*'*  *^ 
trial  in  the  civil  law)  before  the  Faculty  of  Advo* 
cates,  and  that  he,  having  been  so  admitted  advo^ 
cate,  must  be  held  tantamount  to  a  doctor  in  the 
civil  law,  and  as  such,  capable  of  being  elected 
professor  of  the  civil  law  in  any  university.  Mr. 
Catanach  was  not  duly  qualified.  The  diploma 
had  been  conferred  upon  him  per  saltum  and  with- 
out any  previous  study,  the  night  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  election,  which  was  plainly  an  evasion 
of  the  terms  of  the  charter ;,  but  the  college  in  ques- 
tion never  had  power  to  grant  such  a  degree,  hav* 
ing  been  founded  after  the  Reformation,  when  the 
practice  had  ceased  in  all  Scotch  colleges ;  and  es- 
pecially having  been  erected  only  for  the  study  of 
the  <*  liberal  arts,'*  and  having  no  foundation  for 
divinity,  law,  or  physic,  it  never  could  confer  de- 
grees in  these  sciences. 

The  Court  found  (20  July,  1744)  «  that 
'<  James  Catanach,  Advocate  of  Aberdeen,  was 
*«  not  duly  qualified  to  be  elected  a  ^professor  of 
"  civil  law  in  the  King's  College  of  Aberdeen,  and 
"  that  Mr.  Charles  Hamilton  Gordon  was  duly 
<<  qualified  to  be  elected  into  the  said  office ;  and 
**  found  Mr.  Gordon  was  duly  elected,  and  pre- 
*•  ferred  him  to  the  said  office,"  &c. 

An  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered, 
of  20  July  and  4  December,  1744.  ^>^  u/i7i4. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment, 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocHtors  complained  o^^^^  ^*' 
••  be,  and  the  same  are,  hereby  reversed ;  and  it  is 
"  further    adjudged  that    the    appellant,    James 
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1746.      "  Catanach,  was  duly  qualified  to  be  elected  a  pro- 

cHALMsas    "  fessor  of  civil  law  in  the   King's  College  of 

ALisoK,  Ac.   "  Aberdeen,  and  was  duly  elected  :  and  it  is  also 

**  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appellant,  James 

"  Catanach,  be  preferred  to  the  said  office  accord- 

"  ingly." 

For  Appellants,^. Hume  Campbell,  E.  Erskine. 
For  Respondents,  R.  Craigie,  TV.  Murray. 


Captain  Chalmers  of  Gadgirth,        Appellant; 
Porter  Alison,  et  alii,  his  Vassals,    Respondents. 

9  May,  1746. 

SuPERiOB  AND  VASSAL.—- NoN-BKTRT.-— Found  that  vassals  who 
had  been  in  non- entry  for  upwards  of  40  years^  were  not  liable 
in  the  arrears  of  the^retonred  duties^  it  being  uncertain  in 
whom  the  right  to  the  superiority  of  the  lands  was  vested 
daring  that  period. 


[[Elchies^  voce  Non-entry^  No.  S.    Mor.  p.  15091  and  9SS0.]] 


No.  78.  In  1692  the  estate  of  Chalmers  of  Gadgirth  was 
adjudged  by  his  creditors,  one  of  whom.  Sir  David 
Cunningham,  obtained  a  charter  of  adjudication, 
on  which  he  was  infefl  in  1693.  In  1695,  the  ad- 
judgers  by  agreement,  divided  the  estate  among 
themselves ;  but  no  mention  was  then  made  of  the 
superiority  of  the  lands  possessed  by  the  respon- 
dents*   Thereafter  the  appellant  not  choosing  to 
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make  up  a  title  to  the  estate  as  heir,  acquired  right       '7^- 


to  this  adjudication  by  a  conveyance  from  Sir  chalmbks 
James  Cunningham,  the  heir  of  Sir  David,  upon  ausoX  &<^- 
which   he  obtained  a  charter  from  the  Crown  in 
1742,  and  was  infeft  in  Feb.  lJ4fS.    During  all  this 
period,  the  lands  held  blanch  by  the  respondents^ 
were  in  non-entry. 

The  appellant,  having  thus  established  in  him- 
self a  title  to  the  superiority  of  these  lands,  brought 
a  declarator  of  non-entry  to  have  it  found  that  the 
lands  had  been  in  non-entry  for  40  years,  and 
claiming  the  retoured  duties  during  that  period, 
and  the  full  rents  since  citation. 

In  defence  it  was  pleaded,  that  as  it  was  by  the 
fault  of  the  superior,  and  the  confusion  of  his  af- 
fairs, that  the  respondents  were  unable  to  ascer- 
tain who  their  superior  was,  and  to  whom  they 
ought  to  apply  for  an  entry,  they  ought  not  to  suf- 
fer for  a  supposed  contempt  by  being  found  liable 
even  in  the  retoured  duties;  diat  the  appellant 
not  having  made  up  a  title  as. heir,  was  not  in  a 
condition  to  enter  vassals ;  and  as  to  the  adjudica- 
tion, he  was  not  thereby  entitled  to  any  of  the 
casualties  incurred  prior  to  the  date  of  the  convey- 
ance, being  only  then  enabled  to  grant  investitures. 
— That  the  claim  for  non-entry,  though  extended 
no  farther  than  to  the  retoured  duties,  was  to  be 
considered  penal,  and  therefore  unfavourable  in 
the  eye  of  the  law. 

It  was  answered  that,  in  strict  law,  the  superior 
is  entitled,  during  the  non-entry  of  his  vassal,  to 
the  full  rents  of  the  lands ;  but  that  the  claim  is 
usually  restricted  to  the  feu-duties  in  feu-holdings, 
and  to  the  retoured  duties  in  blanch  holdings,  in- 
curred prior  to  citation,  but  extended  to  the  full 
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1746.  rents  thereafter,  because  then  the  vassal's  contempt 
cBALMsav  of  his  superior,  in  neglecting  to  enter,  is  the  more 
AU80N,  &c.  manifest  j — ^that  it  was  no  excuse  for  not  entering 
that  the  heir  of  the  superior  had  not  established  a 
title  to  enable  him  to  give  a  new  investiture,  be- 
cause, in  such  a  case,  the  law  has  pointed  out  a 
proper  remedy  by  the  act  1474,  c.  57- 

There  could  be  no  dubiety  as  to  the  superior, 
for  the  vassals  might  easily  have  known  from  the 
record  to  whom  they  should  apply  for  an  entry* 
Sir  D.  Cuninghame,  and  afterwards  his  son,  being 
infeft  on  their  charter  of  adjudication,  in  the  whole 
estate  of  Gadgirth,  became  ftiUy  vested  in  the 
superiority,  and  as  much  entitled  to  the  casualties 
as  the  appellant's  ancestors  had  been,  from  whom 
the  right  of  superiority]  was  adjudged.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  Sir  David  or  his  son  might  have 
brought  the  present  declarator,  and  that  the  de- 
fence founded  **  on  the  superior's  estate  being  eh- 
**  cumbered  or  adjudged,"  would  not  have  availed} 
and  if  the  claim  would  have  been  competent  to 
them,  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  the  right  of 
superiority,  when  conveyed  to  the  appellant,  is 
less  available  in  his  hands  than  in  theirs. 

Although  the  casualties  of  superiority  are  more 
or  less  a  burden  on  the  vassal,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  holding,  they  are  not  less  the  estate 
of  the  superior,  than  the  dominium  utile  is  the  vas- 
sal's ;  and  a  claim  for  non-entry  is  most  favourably 
regarded  when  it  extends  to  the  retoured  duties 
only.  Every  lawful  vassal  is  presumed  to  know, 
that  by  possessing  an  estate  to  which  he  is  not  en- 
tered by  the  superior,  he  subjects  himself  in  the 
retoured  duty  yearly,  and  therefore  it  is  his  own 
fault  if  an  arrear  is  incurred. 
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The  Lord  Ordinary  fimnd^  (9th  June,  174^)       irig. 
^*  That  in  this  special  case,  ibe  defenders  are  not  cralksbb 
•'  liable  for  either  retoar  or  non^ntiy  duties  pre.  ^^.Z;^  ^ 
^*  ceding  the  date  of  the  pursuerfs  charter.^ 

Upon  ft  raclaiffing  petition,  the  Court  foand,  (19 
June,  17^0  ^*That  whereas  the  petitioner  does 
**  not  claim  the  superiority  as  hdr  to  his  predecesk 
<<  sor,  but  as  a  singular  successor,  therefore  ad« 
«*  here,*'  Sec. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered^ 
of  9  June  1744,  19  and  29  June  1745.  ^^  ^^'  ^^^ 

Pleaded /or  the  AppeUant^^^Alihough  the  law 
of  Scotland  is  indulgent  in  admitting  excuses  to 
mitigate  the  superior's  claim  for  his  non-entry  duf- 
ties,  when  that  is  made  for  the  full  rents  of  the 
estate,  yet,  in  all  cases,  the  vassal  continuing  in 
non-entry,  is  subjected  in  the  retoured  duties, 
which  are  only  a  part  of  the  real  profits  of  the 
estate.  It  was  of  no  consequence,  that  the  ap« 
pellant  claimed  these  duties  as  a  singular  success 
sor,  it  being  immaterial  to  the  vassal,  whether  the 
superior  was  served  heir  to  his  ancestor,  or  acquir- 
ed  his  right  to  the  superiority  by  singular  titles. 
His  title  to  the  estate  m  dther  case,  and  that  of 
his  authors,  were  unexceptionable ;  and,  there* 
fore,  notwithstanding  the  confusion  in  the  afiairs  of 
the  fUmily  of  Gadgirth,  the  respondents  could  never 
have  been  at  a  loss  to  know  their  true  superiors. 

Pleaded Jhr  the  Be4p(mdenti.-^Whete  the  non- 
entry  is  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  the  superior,  or 
where,  from  any  circumstances,  the  superior  is  un- 
certain, nothing  is  due  by  a  vassal  in  respect  of 
his  non-entry ;  and  in  the  present  case,  the  appel- 
lant and  his  father,  the  apparent  heirs  in  the  su- 
periority, were  in  no  condition  to  have  entered  the 
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^'^^'  respondents  previously  to  the  charter  and  infefi- 
CHALMKE8  ment  in  1743.  Until  that  period,  it  was  uncertain 
ALI80N,  &c  in  whom  the  superiority  was  vested,  whether  in 
the  apparent  heir  of  the  family  of  Gadgirth,  or  in 
the  adjudgers  of  the  estate ;  among  the  adjudgers 
themselves,  it  was  uncertain  who  had  the  greatest 
interest  in  the  superiority,  neither  did  it  appear 
from  the  agreement  in  1695,  that  it  had  been  al- 
lotted to  any  of  them  in  particular.  This  uncer- 
tainty is  a  sufficient  defence  against  the  conse- 
quences of  non-entry. 

As  to  the  argument  on  the  statute  1474,  c.  67, 
this  act  does  not  apply  to  those  cases  where  the 
superior  is  uncertain ;  and,  moreover,  the  object 
of  it  was  to  afford  to  the  vassal  relief  against  his 
immediate  superior,  who  refused  or  neglected  to 
enter  him,  but  it  was  not  intended  to  give  any 
benefit  to  the  superior,  who  was  himself  unentered. 
Although  the  vassal  therefore  may  not  urge  the 
forfeiture,  he  is  not  thereby  subjected  to  any  claim 
at  the  instance  of  his  superior,  to  which  the  latter 
would  not  have  been  entitled  independently  of  the 
statute ;  and  least  of  all  to  a  claim  for  the  non- 
entry  duties,  when  the  superior  himself  was  not  in 
a  condition  to  have  entered  the  vassal. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  **  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
9  May,  1746.  c«  judged,  &c.  that  in  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord 

<<  Ordinary,  after  the  words,  (<  that  in  this  special 
'  case,')  these  words,  (*  it  appearing  that  before  the 
*  charter  granted  to  the  appellant,  it  was  uncertain 
'  in  whom  the  right  of  superiority  of  the  lands  in 
^  question  was  vested,')  be  inserted,  and  that  in  the 
"  interlocutor  of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  19  June, 
**  1745,  these  words,  (•  find  that  whereas  the  peti- 
'  tioner  does  not  claim  the  superiority  as  heir  to 
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*  his  predecessor,  but  as  singular  successor,  there-      174s. 

•  fore/)  be  left  out ;  and  it  is  hereby  farther  or-     oaedbh 
"  dered  and  adjudged  that  with  these  variations, 
**  the  several  interlocutors  complained  of  be  af- 
«  firmed/' . 

For  the  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  W.  Murray. 
For  the  Respondents,  Al.  Forrester,  Ch.  Are- 
siine. 


Alexander  Garden  of  Troup,     «-     Appellant; 
Thomas  Rigg  of  Morton,  Advocate,  Respondent. 

28  January,  1748. 

Phbsobiftion.^-Indbfxnitb  paymbnt. 

Two  bonds  due  to  the  same  party  being  prescribed,  and  the 
debtor  in  them  having  made  an  indefinite  payment  <'  to  ac« 
compt/'  daring  the  currency  of  the  prescription,  it  was  found 
that  the  prescription  of  both  bonds  was  not  thereby  interrupt- 
ed, bat  tiiat  the  debtor  ni]gl|)t  impate  the  payment  to  either 

of  them. 
Annualbbnt.— ^Interest  found  to  be  not  due  upon  a  misdve 

not  bearing  a  clause  of  interest. 
Pbbsonal  Objbction. — A  bill  of  exchange  being  so  framed  as 

to  afford  a  legal  objection  to  its  validity,  it  was  found  that  the 

acceptor,  having  been  confidential  lawyer  to  the  drawer,  was 

barred  fetstmaik  objectione  from  pleading  the  objection. 
Bill  of  Exchangb.— -Bills  of  exchange  having  lain  over  for 

twenty-eight  years,  without  protest  or  demand,  it  was  found  / 

by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  no  action  lay  upon  them,  unless 

supported  by  the  acceptor's  oath  upon  the  verity  of  his  sub- 
scription.   Reversed  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 


[[Elchies  voce  Prescription,  No.  25 ;    voce  Advocate,  No.  1 ; 
C.  Home.    Falc.    Kilker.    Mor.  l628, 10450,  11274.^ 

Aruot  lent  Bigg  several  sums  of  money,  on  the    No.  79. 
following  among  other  documents :  lst»  A  bond 
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iTis.  (or  1100  merks  Scots,  dated  S5  January,  1697»  ^^d 
payable  at  Whitsunday  following,  and  bearing  in- 
terest 2d,  A  letter  of  12  October,  1697,  acknow- 
ledging the  receipt  of  800  merks  Scots,  but  this 
did  not  bear  an  obligation  of  interest  9dy  Two 
bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  Arrot,  and  accepted  by 
Rigg,  £he  one  dated  11  May,  I7O8,  for  L.5G0,  ISs. 
4d.  Scots,  the  other  2  April  I712,  for  L,40  Ster- 
ling, and  each  bearing  interest  from  its  date,  and 
a  penalty  of  one-fifth  in  case  of  failure. 

On  the  4  October,  1698,  Rigg  paid  L.7  to  ac- 
count ;  for  which  Arrot  gave  a  receipt  as  ^*  in  part 
'*  payment  of  what  he  is  indebted  to  me,  widch 
**  sum  I  oblige  me  to  allow  him  at  account" 

In  1728,  Arrot  executed  a  settlement  of  his 
whole  estate  in  favour  of  Alexander  Garden  of 
Troup,  who  in  September,  I7S8,  raised  an  action 
against  Bigg  for  payment  of  the  1100  merks  con- 
tained in  the  bond  of  2^  January,  1697>  and  of 
the  300  merks  contained  jn  the  letter  of  12  Octo- 
ber, 1697-  Defences  were  given  in  j  but  before 
judgment,  Mn  Garden  died ;  and  his  son,  the  ap- 
pellant, in  17^9  brought  a  new  action,  not  only 
fbr  the  sums  concluded  fi>r  in  his  father^s  summons 
with  interest,  but  also  for  the  sums  contained  in 
the  above  mentioned  bills. 

With  regard  to  the  former,  the  defence  was,  that 
they  had  prescribed^  before  action  was  raised  upon 
them;  to  which  it  was  answered.  That  the  pre- 
scription had  been  interrupted  ;  1st,  By  the  partial 
payment  in  1 698 ;  and,  2dly,  By  a  submission,  en- 
tered into  by  Arrot  in  1728. 

Replied  for  Rigg,  that  he  had  applied  that  par- 
tial payment  of  L.7  in  part  payment  of  die  300 
merks,  and  not  in  extinction  of  1100  merks,  or  the 
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interest  thereof;  and  it  was  further  instated  that       ^^^^ 
the  letter  acknowledging  the  receqit  of  the  SOO     oabiuh 
merksy  not  having  a  clause  to  that  eSBsct^  ought      uoa. 
not  to  bear  interest. 

With  regard  to  the  bUls^  it  was  fugued  that  as 
they  contained  a  clause  of  interest  and  a  penalty, 
they  lost  the  privilege  of  bills  of  exchange,  and 
were  void. 

It  was  answered,  that  Rigg,  having  been  the 
man  of  business  for  Mr.  Arrot,  and  the  acceptor 
of  the  bills,  could  not  plead  this  objection  against 
his  own  act  and  deed,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  em- 
ployer. 

Upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (Elchies) 
"  The  Court(26  November  17*3,)  sustained  the  de- 
*^  fence  of  prescription  against  the  bond  for  1100 
^*  merks,  but  sustained  the  interruption  of  prescript 
<<  tion  as  to  the  SOO  merks,  in  respect  the  defender 
had  applied  bis  indefinite  payment  to  that  debt ; 
and  they  repelled  the  i^aterruption  £»uided  on 
the  submission,  and  found  no  interest  due  upon 
the  letter  for  the  300  merks ;  and  found  that  the 
<'  defender  being  at  the  date  of  the  bills  ordinary 
"  lawyer  and  trustee  to  Mr.  Arrot,  he  was  thereby 
<^  barred  from  objecting  against  the  form  of  the 
**  bills  i  and  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  pro- 
•^  ceed."    Thereafter  the  Court  adhered. 

Rigg  pleaded  that  the  two  bills  were  prescribed, 
for  although  bills  of  exchange  contrary  to  the  or- 
dinary rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  but  in  confor- 
mity to  the  practice  of  other  trading  countries,  are 
now  obligatory  and  do  produce  action,  although 
not  probative ;  yet  this  extraordinary  privilege  be- 
ing allowed  to  them  only  while  circulating,  in 
order  to  facilitate  commerce,  must  cease  whenever 
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^'f^'      they  are  suffered  to  lie  over  for  a  number  of  years^ 

OAE3>Ev    as  permanent  securities  for  money.     In  the  present 

aioo.      case»  no  claim  having  been  made  for  so  long  a 

period,  they  cannot  now  be  sustained  without  other 

evidence  in  support  of  them. 

To  this  it  was  answered,  that  the  above  interlo- 
cutors repelling  the  objection  against  the  form  of 
the  bills,  virtually  sustained  the  bills  as  sufficient 
and  legal  documents  in  eveiy  respect, — Rigg  never 
having  denied  his  subscription  and  acceptance. 

The  Lord    Ordinary  (13    December,    1748.) 
"  In    respect  of  the  Inner-House    interlocutor, 

sustains  the  bills  to  the  extent  of  the  principal 

sums  and  interest  from  the  several  terms  o£  pay- 
«  ment,"  &c. 

Upon  a  reclaiming  petition,  the  case  was  report- 
ed,  when,  by  a  majority  of  one,  the  Court  found 
(January  6,  17*7)  "  That  no  action  lies  on  those 
*<  bills  which  have  lain  over  so  long  a  time,  with* 
<^  out  demand,  unless  supported  by  Mr.  Rigg's 

oath  upon  the  verity  of  his  subscription  to  the 

acceptance.^  And  upon  advising  another  peti- 
tion, in  which  it  was  pleaded,  that  there  was  no  law 
or  statute  authorising  the  alleged  prescription  of 
bills;  the  Court  «  adhered.'*  (February  11,  17470 
Entered  ^^^  appeal  was  brought  from  these  several  in- 
March  3,  tcrlocutors,  in  so  far  as  they  sustained  the  defence 
of  prescription  against  the  bond  for  1100  merks ; 
found  no  interest  due  upon  the  letter  for  300 
merks ;  repelled  the  interruption  founded  on  the 
submission  ;  and  found  that  no  action  could  be  on 
the  bills,  unless  supported  by  the  respondent's  oath 
as  to  the  verity  of  the  subscription  to  the  accep- 
tance. 

Pleaded  Jar.  the  Appellant. — 1.  The  receipt  for 
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L.7,  expressly  bore  to  be  in  part  payment  of       ^7^- 


V. 


what  was  due  at  the  date  of  it ;  and  at  that  time  garden 
the  respondent  was  indebted  to  Mn  Arrot  in 
two  sums  only,  viz.  the  1100  merks,  and  the  300 
merks.  The  partial  payment,  therefore,  was  ap- 
plicable in  terms  of  the  receipt,  in  part  payment 
of  both  these  debts ;  and  the  respondent  cannot, 
by  any  subsequent  election,  depart  from  the  man- 
ner of  appropriation  stipulated  by  the  receipt.  If 
any  part  of  the  L.7  be  applied  in  payment  of  the 
1 100  merks,  the  prescription  of  that  debt  is  inter- 
rupted. 

The  rule  as  to  the  application  of  an  indefinite 
payment  is,  that  where  there  are  debts  bearing  in- 
terest, it  shall  be  imputed,  in  the  first  place,  to  ex- 
tinguish the  interest,  and  no  election  is  afterwards 
competent  to  the  debtor,  especially  when  it  is  at- 
tempted, as  in  the  present  case,  to  evade  a  just 
debt,  upon  the  odious  defence  of  prescription. 

S.  The  debt  of  300  merks  ought  to  bear  interest, 
because  the  respondent  being  authorised  by  Mr. 
Arrot  to  receive  that  money  on  his  account,  he  re- 
tained it  and  converted  it  to  his  own  purposes, 
without  Mr.  Arrof  s  consent  It  is  clear  that  if 
he,  being  thus  trustee  or  mandatory  for  Mr.  Arrot, 
as  to  the  sum,  had  taken' it  upon  himself  to  lend  it 
(having  received  it  from  a  debtor  of  Mr.  Arrot's,) 
to  a  third  person,  without  interest,  he  would  him- 
self have  been  answerable  for  the  interest,  by  way 
of  damages ;  and  he  ought  not  to  be  placed  in  a 
better  situation  by  having  applied  the  money  to  his 
own  use. 

3.  As  to  the  bills,  all  writings  which  bear  the 
essentials  of  a  deed  are  probative.  They  prove 
themselves,  and  are  presumed  to  be  genuine  till 
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1748.      disproved)  nor  are  they  cat  off  by  prescription  till 


V. 
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oAUDkN  t^i*  ^  lapse  of  forty  years ;  and  all  bills  of  ex- 
change, whether  foreign  or  domestic,  are  ranked 
in  the  same  class.  Though  there  are  acts  of  par* 
liament,  introducing  shorter  prescription,  yet  these 
do  not  extend  to  bills  of  exchange,  which  have  al- 
ways been  deemed  probative  for  forty  years ;  and 
if  the  privileges  of  these  documents  is  not  by  law 
prescribed,  the  creditor  cannot  be  deprived  of  it, 
and  compelled  to  prove  their  authenticity  aUunde 
on  the  single  ground  of  his  having  delayed  for  a 
time  to  sue  on  them.  Every  circumstance  of  the 
present  case  tends  to  show  that  the  bills  are  still 
resting  owing.  His  first  defence  (their  alleged 
nullity)  implied  an  admission  of  their  authenticity, 
and  the  plea  of  prescription  likewise  supposes  that 
they  had  once  been  good  documents  of  debt«  In 
fact,  the  respondent  has  never  expressly  denied 
that  he  accepted  them. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent  ;-^l.  As  no  action 
was  instituted  upon  the  bond,  and  no  other  legal 
document  taken  upon  it  for  more  than  for^  years, 
it  is  clearly  prescribed. 

!2.  No  capita]  sum  bears  interest,  except  either 
where  the  law  has  so  appointed  it,  or  where  it  is 
expressly  stated  in  the  writing.  In  the  present 
case,  there  is  neither  law  nor  paction  to  this  effect 

3.  Bills  of  exchange  have  peculiar  privileges  for 
the  benefit  of  commerce,  if  they  are  demanded 
within  such  a  reasonable  time,  as  they  may  be 
supposed  to  lie  over  in  the  course  of  commercial 
dealings ;  but  if  they  are  allowed  to  lie  over  for 
a  much  longer  period  of  time,  without  any  demand 
being  made  upon  them,  they  cease  to  have  the 
same  credit  and  privileges,  or  to  be  esteemed  (con- 
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trary  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  law)  sufficient  proofs  n4». 
in  themselves  of  a  debt  due,  and  of  grounds  of  ae*  "^I!!?? 
tion.  In  the  present  case  it  cannot  be  presumed 
that  the  bills  are  still  due,  otherwise  the  appellant's 
father  would  undoubtedly  have  included  them  in 
the  action  which  he  raised  for  the  two  other  sums, 
being  undoubtedly  possessed  of  them  a&  well  as  of 
the  other  documents. 

After  hearing  counsel,   "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
"judged,  &C-  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  6th  ^  ^*°-  "**" 
"  January  1747>  whereby  the  Lords  of  Session 
"  found,  *  That  no  action  lies  on  those  bills  which 
'  have  lain  over  so  long  a  time  without  demand, 

*  unless  supported  by  the  respondent's  oath  upon 

*  the  verity  of  his  subscription  to  the  acceptance,' 
"  be  reversed ;  and  that  the  interlocutor  of  the 
*•  same  Lords  of  the  11th  February  following,  ad- 
"  hering  to  the  said  interlocutor,  be  also  reversed, 

and  it  appearing  that  the  said  bills  are  not  of  a 
commercial  nature,  nor  proper  bUls  of  exchange, 
it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  inter- 
<*  locutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  13  December 
^  1743,  be  affirmed ;  and  it  is  likewise  ordered  and 
*^  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutors,  or  such  part 
^  thereof  as  are  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal 
"  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed/' 


<( 

It 


For  the  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  W.  Murray. 
For  the  Respondent,  James  GrahamyC.Erskine. 

Kilkemn^  at  the  end  of  his  Report^  sayg^  *^  This  jadgment  was  on 
**  appeal  reversed ;  and^  as  is  informed,  not  on  the  general  point,  but 
'^  on  the  drcumstances  of  the  case ;  so  that  the  general  point  may 
''  still  be  thought  entire,  should  a  question  hereafter  occur  upon  it." 


^    I 
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GRANT      Sir  LuDoviCK  Grant,  et  (diij      .    .    Appellants ; 

FHERtAVD.  James  Sutherland,  and  his  Tutor  >  »^,,^«^^^« 

aa  lueniy  .  .  j 

11  May,  1749. 

Pabsivb  title  unosr  the  act  1695.— Hbib  afparbmt.-* 
P088B88ION.— A  debtor  having  died  in  apparency^  after  having 
been  in  possession  of  an  estate  for  three  years^  and  decrees  of 
constitution  and  adjudication  having  been  deduced  against  his 
infant  son,  who  had  been  charged  to  enter  heir  without  re- 
nouncing: Found  that  these  decrees  were  so  far  effectual 
against  the  son,  as  to  attach  the  lands  possessed  by  the  iHther 
in  apparency. 

The  possession  by  a  life-rentrix  of  part  of  the  lands,  in  virtue  of 
a  right  not  flowing  from  the  heir  apparent,  is  not  accounted 
the  possession  of  the  heir,  so  as  to  subject  the  life-rented 
lands  in  terms  of  the  statute.  Neither  was  that  part  of  the 
life-rented  lands  subjected,  whi«h  the  heir  apparent  had  ac- 
quired and  possessed  under  a  contract  of  excambion  with  the 
life-rentrix. 


[Falconer,  2,  14.    Kilk.  872.     Elchies,  voce  Minor,  No.  12 ; 
Kames's  Remark.  Dec.  2.  172 ;  Mor.  p.  5265.^ 


No.  80.  Alexander  Sutherland  .died  in  possession  of  the 
estates  of  Kinminily  and  Clyne,  after  having  con* 
tracted  considerable  debts.  In  the  former  estate 
he  had  been  infeft  in  virtue  of  a  conveyance  from 
his  wife.  The  latter,  it  was  alleged,  he  had  pos- 
sessed for  more  than  three  years,  as  apparent  heir 
to  his  father.  The  estates  then  devolved  to  his  son 
James,  the  respondent,  a  minor,  and  the  appellants, 
who  were  creditors  of  Alexander,  charged  the  re- 
spondent and  his  guardian  to  enter  him  heir  in 
general  to  his  father  in  his  whole  estate,  and 
afterwards  brought  separate  actions  of  constitu- 
tion,  in   which   they    obtained   decrees.      They 


V. 
SUTHERLAND. 


CA9ES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.     417 

then  charged  him  to  enter  heir  in  special  to  his  fa-       1749. 
thcr  and  other  predecessors  last  infeft  in  the  estates  alRLoaANx 
of  Kinminity  and  Clyne ;  and  they  afterwards  ob- 
tained decrees  of  adjudication  against  both  estates, 
as  the  minor  and  his  guardians  did  not  renounce. 

Upon  application  of  the  creditors,  the  court  se- 
questrated the  two  estates,  except  such  parts  of  the 
estate  of  Clyne  as  were  liferented  by  the  respon- 
dent's grandmother. 

The  creditors  afterwards  brought  an  action  of 
ranking  and  sale  of  ike  estate,  in  which  the  respon- 
dent was  called  as  defendant 

The  respondent  brought  a  counter  action  of  re- 
duction, for  reducing  the  above  decrees  of  consti- 
tution and  adjudication,  in  so  far  as  they  affected 
his  person,  and  the  estates  of  Kinminity  and  Clyne, 
upon  the  head  of  minority  attd  lesiod.  He  like- 
wise gave  in  a  renunciation  to  enter  heir  to  his 
father.  The  appellants  admitted  that  he  should 
be  relieved  from  the  personal^  effect  of  the  dili- 
gence ;  but  insisted  that  as  to  the  estates,  of  which 
his  father  had  been  in  possession,  the  same  should 
remain  in  full  force* 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  Tinwald  (21  NovJ  1746,) 
"  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the  decrees 
"  of  constitution  and  adjudication  obtained  at  the 
<<  instance  of  the  defenders,  (appellants,)  against 
the  pursuer,  by  which  the  lands  and  estate  .of 
Clyne,  and  others  in  them  mentioned,  pertain- 
ing to  his  predecessors,  have  been  adjudged  by 
*•  the  defenders  for  payment  of  his  predecessor's 
**  debtd,  and  that  in  so  far  as  concerned  the  said 
<*  lands  allenarly  ;  but  reponed  the  pursuer,  and 
**  sustained  the  said  reasons  of  reduction,  quoad  the 
"  pursuer's  person,  and  separate  estate,  in  respect  of 
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^^^*  ^'  the  puisuer's  miaority  and  liis  renunciation  pro- 
an  L.  GBANT  u  duced }  and  found  that  the  foresaid  decree  of 
•VTHBELAN9.  <<  coustitutiou  aud  adjudication  obtained  against 
"  him  on  the  grounds  of  debt  in  them  contained^ 
'*  could  not  affect  the  pursuer^  nor  any  other  means 
**  or  estates  belonging  to  him,  or  to  which  he  may 
^*  succeed  or  make  up  tities,  other  than  these  lands 

and  estates  already  comprehended  under  the  said 

diligences  of  adjudication,  and  which  are  affected 
<<  for  payment  of  his  predecessor's  debts ;  and  assoil- 
<<  zied  from  the  reduction/'  &c. 

In  a  representation  against  this  interlocutor,  Buib» 
erland  pleaded*^jPVr«/^  That,  supqposing  he  had  pos- 
sessed the  estate  of  Clyne,  this  would  not  have  sub* 
jected  him  in  payment  of  his  father^s  debt,  either 
by  common  law  previous  to  the  statute  1695,  or 
in  virtue  of  that  act  By  the  construction  which 
had  been  put  upon  the  statute^  the  heir  who 
only  possessed  the  estates  of  hia  predecessors, 
without  making  up  a  title,  either  by  service  or 
adjudication,  has  not  been  subjected  to  the  debts 
of  his  predecessor,  who  died  in  apparency  }  and  in 
the  present  case  the  respondent  has  not  made  up 
a  title  in  either  of  these  ways :  Secondly^  that 
certain  parts  of  the  estate  of  Clyne  had  been  life- 
rented  by  his  grandmother,  and  never  were  in  the 
possession  of  his  father,  who  predeceased  her ;  and 
therefore  could  not  be  affected  by  the  appellant's 
diligence. 

It  was  answered,  1^/,  That  the  steps  of  diligence 
resorted  to  by  the  appellants  did  not  depend  upon 
tiie  act  1695.  They  were  introduced  by  various 
acts  of  parliament  long  previous  to  that  act,  and 
were  therefore  complete  and  effectual  without  it. 
But,  2<%,  That  the  construction  which  bad  been 
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put  upon  the  act  1605  was  not  sound,  as  it  tended  ^^*^- 
in  a  great  measure  to  defeat  the  intention  of  the  si^  i-  gkant 
law  for  *•  preventing  the  frauds  of  apparent  heirs/*  .uxHtRtAND. 
and  was  not  agreeable  to  the  words  of  the  act,  by 
which  it  was  provided,  "  That  if  any  apparent  heir 
*^  enter  to  possess  his  predecessor's  estates,  such 
'*  possession  shall  be  reputed  a  behaviour  as  heir, 
and  a  sufficient  passive  title  to  make  him  repre- 
sent his  predecessor  universally/*  But,  Sdfy,  That 
supposing  this  construction  had  been  just,  it  would 
amount  to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  statute  had 
left  one  obvious  fraud  of  apparent  heirs  not  provid- 
ed against,  an  omission  which  could  never  entitle 
the  respondent,  on  pretence  of  minority,  to  be 
restored  to  an  opportunity  of  practising  such  fraud, 
which  was  truly  the  object  of  the  reduction,  ifthlfff 
That  with  respect  to  that  part  of  the  lands  which 
had  been  liferented  by  the  respondent's  grand-mo- 
tiber,  it  was  clear  that  Alexander  Sutherland's  pos-  * 
session  of  part  of  the  estate  of  Gyne  amounted  to 
a  behaving  as  heir  in  the  whole.  The  fee  of  the 
part  liferented  belonged  to  him ;  and  besides  the 
liferenter  did,  by  contract  with  her  son,  exchange 
a  part  of  the  liferent  lands  for  a  part  of  those  not 
liferented,  in  virtue  of  which  Alexander,  her  son, 
possessed  that  part  of  the  liferent,  and  thus  behaved 
as  the  heir  in  the  whole. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  («4  Dec.  1747,)  found,  that 
the  *•  possession  of  the  said  Jean  Gordon,  under  the 
contract  of  marriage,  was  not  to  be  considered 
as  the  possession  of  the  said  Alexander  Suther- 
*^  land,  her  son,  the  apparent  heir,  so  as  to  subject 
the  pursuer  passing  by  the  said  Alexander,  his 
father,  and  making  up  titles  to  the  liferented 
*•  lands,  to  her  said  father's  debts  j  and  also  found. 
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^^^^'  "  that  such  parcels  of  the  liferent  lands,  as  were 
SIR  L.  GRAN  T  «  posscssed  by  the  said  Alexander  Sutherland,  only 
scTHERLAND-  '^  in  conscqucncc  of  the  contract  of  excambion, 

'^  were  not  to  be  considered  a  possession  within  the 
^^  statute  169^ ;  and  therefore  sustained  the  reasons 
^<  of  reduction,  and  reduced  the  creditor's  diligence 
'^  with  respect  to  the  lands  possessed  by  the  said 
'*  Alexander  Sutherland,  in  virtue  of  the  said  con- 
**  tract  of  excambfon  ;  but  found  that  in  as  far  as 
*'  concerned  the  lands  possessed  by  the  said  Jean 
*'  Gordon,  the  liferentrix,  as  deriving  right  from 
<<  the  said  Alexander  Sutherland,  in  virtue  of  the 
*^  said  contract  of  excambion,  her  possession  was 
'*  to  be  held  as  the  possession  of  the  apparent  heir ; 
''  and  therefore  found  that  the  rights  and  diUgences 
^<  of  the  creditors  as  to  these  lands,  as  well  as  to 
''  the  other  lands  not  liferented  by  the  said  Jean 
**  Gordon,  did  subsist,  and  with  respect  to  these 
.  **  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction,  and  -adhered  to 
<<  the  former  interlocutor,  with  these  alterations, 
**  and  decerned/* 
^  Sutherland  reclaimed  against  this  interlocutor,  in 
so  far  as  it  found  that  the  liferentrix's  possession  of 
the  lands  exchanged  with  her  son  was  to  be  held  as 
the  possession  of  the  apparent  heir,  and  that  the  de- 
fender's diligence  did  subsist  as  to  these  as  well  as 
to  the  other  lands  which  were  not  liferented;  and 
maintained  that  the  appellant's  decrees  of  constitu- 
tion should  be  reduced  so  as  to  have  only  the  effect 
of  decrees  cognitionis  causa,  and  the  adjudication 
following  on  them,  so  as  only  to  afiect  lands  legally 
vested  in  the  person  of  Alexander  Sutherland,  and 
consequently  that  they  should  be  reduced  as  to  the 
estate  of  Clyne. 

It  was  answered,  that  it  was  upon  the  credit  of  the 
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two  estates  that  the  creditors  had. advanced  the  se-      ^^^^' 

veral  sums  to  Alexander  Sutherland  now  claimed  by ««  ^-  gbant 

them,  that  he  had  possessed  the  estate  of  Clyne  botheeland. 

^bove  three  years  on  his  apparency,  and  therefore 

that  in  pursuance  of  the  act  1695,  this  estate  was 

equally  Uable  for  his  debts.     The  respondent  could 

not  make  up  a  title  to  it  without  being  Uable  atleast 

in  valorem^  and  it  was  impossible  for  him,  therefore, 

to  plead  lesion,  more  particularly  as  the  creditors 

had,  on  account  of  his  minority,  relieved  him  from 

the  personal  effect  of  their  diligence. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  creditors  reclaimed 
against  so  much  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord 
Ordinary  as  found  *^  That  the  liferenter's  posses- 
"  sion  under  her  contract  of  marriage,  was  not  to 
^^  be  considered  the  possession  of  Alexander 
'^  Sutherland,  the  apparent  heir,  and  that  the 
'^  pendicle  of  land  possessed  by  the  said  Alex- 
^Vander,  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  of  excam- 
<^  bion,  was  not  within  the  statute  1695/' 

Upon  advising  the  former  petition  with  answers, 
the  Court  (22d  Nov.  1748,)  found,  «  That  the  de- 
crees  of  constitution  (no  renunciation  being  pro- 
duced,) could  have  no  other  effect  than  as  de- 
crees cognitumis  causa^  and  therefore  could  only 
^<  affect  those  lands  to  which  the  debtor  had  a  title 
'<  established  in  his  person/'  And,  of  the  same 
date,  upon  advising  the  petition  for  the  creditors, 
"  Found  no  necessity  to  give  any  interlocutor 
^^  upon  this  petition.'' 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (10  Dec.)  decerned  in  terms 
of  these  interlocutors,  and  accordingly  reduced  the 
adjudications  quoad  the  estate  of  Clyne.  And 
thereafter,  the  Court,  upon  advising  a  petition  to 
this  effect  for  the  respondents,  with  answers,  "  R©» 
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^y*^'       "  called  the  sequestration  granted  over  the  estate 

HE  u  OBANT  u  Qf  ciyne,  &c/' 

suTHEBLANB.  The  appeal  i¥as  btoi^t  fit>m  the  interlocutorsi 
S  ml^*°*  of  the  «2d  November  and  10th  December  17*8 ; 
the  two  interlocutors  of  the  4th  January  17^f 
(and  from  so  much  of  the  inteilocutor  of  the  Lord 
Ordinary  of  the  34th  December,  17^79  u  reduced 
tht  diligence  of  the  creditars,  widi  respect  to  the 
liferented  lands,  and  the  pendicle  of  land  ex-* 
changed,*)  praying  that  the  saase  amy  be  reversed^ 
and  that  the  interlocutxirs  of  the  14di  June  l?^ 
and  Slst  Nov^nber  1746,  may  be  affirmed. 

Pleaded^  the  AfpeUimis  :^^1.  The  appellants 
are  acknowledged  creditors  of  Alexander  Sulhei^ 
land,  and  have  completed  regular,  and  (in  point 
of  form)  undisputed  titles  to  his  estate^  in  conse» 
quence,  whereoj^  they  had,  under  tiie  sequestratioa 
attained  possession  of  the  lands^  of  which  the 
refiq^oodent  could  not  justly  deprive  them  by  his 
bare  right  q£  apparency,  without  making  up  any 
title  to  the  estate* 

It  is  not  sgreeaUe  either  to  law  or  equity, 
that  a  total  want  or  defect  <£  title  abould  screen  a 
party  in  possesion  of  an  estate,  to  the  prc^judice 
9f  onerous  cpeditocs,  when  the  law  paints  out  a 
itvetbod  to  sufiply  that  want  or  defe(ft{  and  the 
doiqg  so  would  make  Idn  e$tate  liable  to  the  cre- 
ditors. 

By  virtue  of  the  act  1695,  ih^  re^ondent  can 
in  no  shape  complete  his  title  to  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, without  subjecting  diem  to  the  dd)ts  of  his 
father.    By  the  acts  1540  and  1621,  the  creditor 

^It  18  Stated  in  the  appellant's  case,  but  not  in  the  Journals  of  the 
Btiue  of  Lords,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  9ith  Dec.  1747  was  ap- 
filled  item  li  abunre. 
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may  charge  the  heir  either  to  enter  or  to  renounce      ^^^- 
the  lands  liable  to  his  demand.  The  defence  here  is  *"  "••  Z*^** 
just  this,  that  the  rrapondent  will  neither  enter  ictthirlans. 
nor  renomice ;  he  renounces  entering  heir  to  his 
jatfaer,  but  if  he  enters  to  his  grandfather,  the  es- 
tate IB  liable  to  his  father's  debt;  he  makes  his 
election,  therefore,  to  hold  the  land  without  a 
title,  and  defeat  creditors  in  that  way,  because 
he  can  make  up  no  title  which  will  not  subject 
the  estate  to  their  demands.    The  meaning  of  the 
law  empowering  a  creditor  to  charge  the  heir  to 
enter,  is  to  make  him  pay  the  debt  if  he  chooses 
to  possess  the  fund  which  ought  to  satisfy  them.    * 
The  charge  against  the  respondent  is  in  respect  of 
the  lands,  and  not  in  respect  of  his  being  the  son 
of  his  father ;  he  ought,  therefore,  either  to  enter, 
in  which  case  the  land  is  liable,  or  give  up  the 
land*    To  say  that  he  renounces  the  succession  of 
his  father,  because  in  these  lands  he  may  enter  to 
his  grandfather,  and  then  refuse  to  enter  heir  to 
his  grand&ther,  because  by  so  doing  the  lands 
would  he  rendered  liable  for  the  father's  debts,  is 
a  gross  evasion,  and  such  as  cannot  be  counten- 
anced, to  defeat  onerous  creditors,  especially  after 
the  three  acts  of  parliament  have  been  made  to 
prevent  the  frauds  of  heirs.    The  respondent, 
therefore  cannot,  on  the  ground  of  his  minority,  be 
relieved  from  the  decrees  pronounced  on  the  head 
cf  lesion,  because  it  cannot  be  accounted  lesion 
that  he    should  be   prevented   from   practising 
fraud. 

3.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  possession  of  a  life- 
rentrix  is  deemed  the  possession  of  the  heir  entitled 
to  the  fee,  and  he  makes  up  his  titles  in  the  same 
manner  to  liferented  lands  as  to  lands  which  are 
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^^^^'       not  incumbered  with  a  liferent,  and  they  are  equally 
siE  L.^oEANT  jj^j^j^  f^^  j^-^  ^^^^^    j^  Alcxandcr  Sutherland  had 

•uTHKBLAND.  coinpleted  his  title  to  the  estaite,  the  liferented  lands 
would  unquestionably  have  been  liable  to  his  cre- 
ditors after  the  death  of  the  liferentrix ;  and  as  by 
the  act  1695,  estates  possessed  three  years  upon 
apparency  are  liable  to  the ;  debts  of  the  possessor, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  made  up  titles, 
that  part  of  the  estate  of  Clyne  liferented  by  his 
mother  must,  after  his  death,  be  attachable  by  the 
creditors,  in  the  same  manner  that  it  would  have 
been,  if  Alexander  Sutherland  had  completed  his 
titles. 

Pleaded  for  the  JRespondent. — A  pupil  is  in 
every  case  entitled  to  be  restored  against  decrees 
pronounced  against  him  through  an  omission  <^ 
defence  and  want  of  a  guardian,  and  to  be  put  in 
the  same  state  in  which  he  would  have  been  had  he 
been  properly  defended ;  and  if  he  had  been  so  de- 
fended, no  decree  could  have  been  pronounced 
other  than  ccgnitianis  cau^a^  and  such  could  not  be 
the  foundation  for  adjudging  any  other  estate  than 
that  which  had  been  vested  in  the, debtor. 

The  property  of  lands  does  not  transmit  ipio 
jure  from  the  dead  to  the  living,  but  remains  in  he- 
reditate  jacente  of  the  person  who  died  last  vest  and 
seised,  until  the  heir  for  the  time  being  establishes 
the  proper  titles  in  his  own  person ;  and  by  the 
common  law  no  apparent  heir  can  charge  an  estate 
with  debt  to  which  he  has  established  no  title  by 
service  and  infeftment 

Previous  to  the  act  1695,  the  possession  of  an 
apparent  heir,  for  any  length  of  time  did  not  sub- 
ject the  succeeding  heir  to  the  payment  of  such  an- 
cestor's debts.     The  former  law  is  by  that  act  so 
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far  altered,  that  the  debts  of  an  apparent  heir  who  ]  740. 
has  been  in  possession  of  an  estate  for  three  years, 
will  affect  the  next  heir  in  valorem,  provided  he  is 
served  heir  to  a  remote  ancestor,  or  possesses  the 
estate  under  a  trust  adjudication  upon  his  own 
bond.  But  the  respondent  does  not  stand  in  either 
of  these  situations,  and  is  not  therefore  within  the 
provision  of  that  act  any  more  than  he  would  have 
been  though  served  heir,  if  the  possession  of  the 
interjected  heir  had  not  continued  for  three  years. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  judgment, 
"judged,  &c.  that  the  said  several  interlocutors M*y^^>^^*^ 
«  of  the  22d  November,  1748,  the  10th  Decem- 
"  ber,  1748,  and  the  two  interlocutors  of  the  4th 
January,  17^9,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  re- 
versed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary 
"  of  the  24th  December,  1747,  be,  and  the  same 
f^  is  hereby  affirmed ;  and  it  is  also  ordered  and 
"  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  said  Lord 
«*  Ordinary  of  the  21st  November,  17*6,  so  far  as 
<•<  the  same  is  not  reversed  or  varied  by  the  said  in- 
"  terlocutor  of  the  24th  December,  1747i  be  and 
"  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed." 

For  Appellants —  W.  Crrant^  W.  Murray. 
For  Respondents — Alex,  hockhart,  C.  Erskine. 

This  case  seems  to  have  heen  argued  and  decided  on  different 
grounds  in  the  House  of  Lords  from  those  decided  in  the  Court  of 
Session.  Falconer  says,  (voL  ii.  p.  15,)  that  '^  the  arguments  pled 
upon,  (hefore  the  House  of  Peers,)  as  is  related  from  good  autho- 
rity, were  not  those  pled  hefore  the  Court  of  Session,  hut  that  to 
possess  an  estate  without  making  up  titles^  subjected  tlie  possessor, 
''  in  virtue  of  the  act  160.^,  to  the  dehts  of  a  former  apparent  heir 
**  who  had  possessed  for  three  years.'* 

Lord  £lchie8  says,  "  The  Lord  Advocate  told  me  it  was  upon 
*'  the  general  point,  that  when  *'  the  last  apparent  heir,  the  debtor, 
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^7^^'         "  wu  three  yetn  In  poaMSBum,  the  next  appuent  heir  Is  liaUe  in 

eiE  L.  o&ANT   "  ^<s  same  manner  as  if  the  debtor  had  been  infeft,  if  he  potaeiMSi 

V.  "  whether  he  passes  him  hj,  and  serves  to  a  remoter  predecessor  or 

suTHiELAMD.  €€  qq^^  ^^d  that  the  Lords  meant  to  extend  tlie  act  1096  further 

*'  than  we  thonght  we  coold  do,  and  farther  than  we  did  in  the  cases 
<' of  Lord  Banff,  ftc**  (9810,0815.) 

Lord  Kames  says,  "  This  cause  was  carried  by  appeal  to  the  House 
"  of  Lords,  and  was  debated  two  fall  days.  The  Chancellor  obsenr- 
**  ed  that  Uieir  notiona  in  Englandabout  what  weeaU  correetory  lawi^ 
'^  differ  widely  from  ours.  Penal  laws,  he  admitted,  are  to  be  etrictly 
'^  interpreted  ;  but  where  a  remedy  is  provided  by  a  statute  to  supply 
**  a  wrong  or  defect  m  common  law,  it  was,  he  said,  an  established 
.  «*  rule  in  England,  that  the  judges  ought  to  supply  every  defect  in 
''  such  a  statute,  and  to  oompiete  the  remedy  intended  by  the  l<^gia- 
*'  lature,  that  they  ought  to  r^;ulate  their  judgments  by  the  spiiit 
''  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  without  allowing  themselves  to  be  U* 
''  mited  by  the  precise  words. 

"  According  to  this  rule  of  interpreting  eorrectory  laws,  whidi  a|^ 
''  pears  exceedingly  rational^  our  judges  have  done  wrong  in  refusing 
"  to  apply  the  act  1695  against  an  heir  apparent,  who  in  order  to  evade 
*'  the  law,  contents  himself  with  possession  withoQ^  passing  by  and 
<' making  up  titles.  The  legjalature  undoubCfldly  UBfesuaed  a  oonplete 
'« remedy  for  the  disease,  and  the  nemedy  is  imperfect  if  the  apparent 
*'  heir  can  possess  die  estate  without  acknowledging  the  debts  of  the 

integected  heir  apparent.    According  to  the  said  rule,  our  judges 

may  and  oog^t  to  supply  what  is  dcfectivB  In  the  woida  of  the  sC^ 

tute,  and  to  complete  the  remedy  according  to  its  qpiiit  and  inteD- 
"  tlon. 

"  The  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  decrees  of  oonstitntSon  and  ad- 
'' judication  were  aaatained  wilh  fegud  to  the  estate  of  dynsj,  aa 
"  well  as  with  regard  to  the  estate  of  Kinminiqr*  It  was  the  opiniQD 
**  of  the  Houses  that  the  heir  of  Kinminity  was  not  enabled  to  pos- 
'*  sess  the  estate  of  Clyne  without  being  liable  for  his  father's  debts, 
'^  and  therefore  that  he  could  not  specify  lesion,  in  suffaringthe  estate 
*'  of  Clyne  to  be  adjudged  by  his  father's  aediton." 

Vide  Bankton,  III,  5.  §  106.    Grant  v.  Sutherhmd  of  Ftonsic^ 
Itth  Dec  1754.    (9819.) 


€€ 
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1749. 


CAMFBELL 


John  Campbell,  -  *         AppeUant ; 

&R  Peter  Halket,        -        -        Respondent        haleet 

ilMl  April,  n4Q. 

Pbuoxption.— VicENNiAXi  p]UB8CRXPTioir.»-A]i  aoikui  being 
raised,  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  fort j  years*  partly  on  a  gene- 
ral claim  for  money  had  and  receiyedf  and  partly  on  a  writing 
importing  to  be  a  receipt  of  money  for  the  behoof  of  another, 
fonnd  that  under  the  drcnmstancea  of  the  case^  the  ohim 
most  be  presumed  to  hare  been  cxdngoished. 


[Mor.  p.  11^634.    Elchies  wtoe  Prescription^  No.  09;  Falc.)]  j 

John,  Earl  of  Breadalbaue»  for  certain  services  per«*  No.  81, 
formed  by  hioi^  in  1688,  obtained  from  the  privy 
council  of  Scotland  a  recommendation  to  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of 
LfSOOs  for  defraying  his  expenses. 

Sir  Patrick  Murray  was  then  receivei^eneral, 
and  craitinued  so  till  1693. 

The  recommendation  of  the  privy  council  was 
delivered  to  Sir  Patrick  Murray  by  Lord  Breadal* 
bane^  who  wrote  at  the  bottom  of  it  the  following 
receipt,-—'*  Received  by  me,  from  Sir  Paixick  Mur- 
'<  ray,  the  contents  of  the  above  written  order,**-— 
signed,  '*  Breadalban^'* — but  this  receipt  bears  no 
date. 

On  the  other  hand.  Sir  Patrick  granted  the  follow* 
ing  acknowledgment  to  Lord  fireadalbane,— -*  I,  Sir 
<  Patrick  Murray^  his  Migesly^s  receiver-general, 

*  grant  me  to  have  reoeived  firom  the  Earl  of  Bread* 

*  albanea recommendation  fixHutheLofxisofiiisMa^ 
'  jest/s  council  to  the  liords  of  the  Treasyry,  for 
'  giving  the  said  Earl  L.900,  for  the  causes  therein 
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i?49.  *  mentioned)  dated  December,  1688 ;  which  L.dOO 
CAMPBELL  « I  now  having  stated  in  my  accounts ;  therefore  I 
HALKXT.  '  shall  oblige  me»  when  the  same  is  allowed  to  me 
*  and  approved  by  the  auditors,  that  I  shall  there- 
"  after  pay  in  the  L^SOO  to  the  said  Earl,"  &c.  dated 
3d  Jan.  1693.  He  was  removed  from  his  office  of  . 
receiver-general  the  same  year;  but  in  his  ac- 
counts, which  were  audited  in  I696,  the  following 
article  is  allowed :— "  Paid  to  the  Earl  of  fireadal- 
bane,  L.SOO,"  &c. 

The  Earl  of  Breadalbane  died  in  1717 ;  and  in 
1736,  his  son,  the  then  Earl,  made  a  claim  for  this 
sum  upon  Sir  Peter  Halket,  the  representative  of 
Sir  Patrick,  and  founded  upon  the  above  receipt, 
and  the  allowance  of  the  sum  by  the  auditors  in 
1696.  The  matter  was  submitted  to  arbitration  ; 
but  no  award  having  been  made,  the  Earl  after- 
wards assigned  his  interest  to  Mr.  Campbell  (the 
appellant),  who  then  brought  his  action  against 
jSir  Peter  (the  respondent)  for  the  above  sum,  as 
money  received  by  Sir  Patrick  Murray  for  the  use 
of  the  late  Earl. 

The  respondent,  in  his  defence,  inter  alia,  plead- 
ed the  vicennial  prescription,  in  virtue  of  the  act 
1669,  with  regard  to  holograph  writings.  The  Lord 
Ordinary  (Minto),  24th  July  1744,  sustained  this 
defence,  and  afterwards  adhered,  (12tiiDec.  1744.) 
Upon  advising  reclaiming  petition  and  answers,  tlie 
Court  adhered  to  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Or- 
dinary.  . 

The  appellant  again  reclaimed,  and  pleaded  that 
this  action  was  not  barred  by  the  act,  I669.  For 
that  Sir  Patrick's  writing,  founded  on  the  EarPs 
receipt,  is  neither  a  missive  letter,  a  bond,  nor  sub- 
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scription  in  an  account  book ;  and  that  the  statute  t74g. 
does  not  generally  enact  that  all  holograph  writings  p^mpbill 
whatever  shall  prescribe  after  twenty  years;  and  balibt. 
being  a  correcting  law,  it  must  be  strictly  inter^ 
preted.  It  was  farther  contended,  that  the  appel- 
lant's demand  was  not  founded  upon  Sir  Patrick 
Murray's  holograph  writing  and  receipt,  but  was 
for  money  had  and  received  by  Sir  Patrick  for  the 
£4arl  of  Breadalbane's  use  in  1696,  three  years 
after  the  date  of  Sir  Patrick's  obligation,  and  that 
the  only  use  of  this  obligation  was  to  show  that  the 
receipt  granted  to  the  Earl  was  not  for  money  re- 
ceived at  the  time,  but  that  it  was  given  spe  nume^ 
randiB  pdkuniiFj  and  no  reason  could  be  given  that 
the  Earl's  receipt  should  give  a  perpetuid  defence 
to  Sir  Patrick,  but  that  Sir  Patrick's  should  not  af- 
ford a^perpetual  reply  to  the  Earl — that  in  these 
circumstances,  the  long  prescription*  of  forty  years 
was  the  only  prescription  pleadable  against  his  de- 
mand, and  this  prescription  was  effectually  inter- 
rupted by  the  reference  to  arbitration  in  1736. 

The  Court,  (February  19,  17470  found,  «  That 
<<  the  holograph  receipt  and  obligement  founded  on 
"  is  probative  of  the  facts  therein  contained/* 

But  upon  advising  a  petition  for  the  respondent, 
with  answers,  their  Lordships,  upon  considering  the 
whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  found  (Sd  June 
1747,)  *'  that  now  no  action  does  lie  for  the  sum 
"  pursued  for,"  and  they  adhered  (21st  July). 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  "several  inter.  Entered  Feb. 
"  locutors  ^f  the  Lord  Ordinary  and  Lords  of  ^'  ^^**" 
"  Session,  the  last  dated  the  21st  July  I747/* 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : — 1 .  It  is  evident,  from 
the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  transaction, 
that  no  money  was  paid  to  the  Earl  by  Sir  Patrick 


430  CA«£S  ON  APPBAL  FROM  SCOTLANB. 

^^f^'      Murray,  at  the  time  the  article  was  stated  ia  his 
CAMPBELL    accounts  with  the  treasury  j  and  it  is  equally  evi- 
HALiBTT.    dent  that  the  Earl  had  given  Sir  Patrick  his  receipt 
before  the  article  was  or  could  be  so  stated. 

i.  Sir  Patrick  did  not  become  indebted  to  the 
Earl  by  granting  his  receipt  or  declaration  of  1693, 
for  notwithstanding  this,  it  was  possible  that  he 
never  might  be  indebted  to  the  EarL  He  only 
became  indebted  by  the  article  being  allowed  in 
his  accounts,  in  Dec.  1696,  and  by  his  having 
pubUc  money  in  his  hands  at  that  time,  to  make 
it  good ;  and  this  would  have  made  him  liable  to  ac- 
count to  the  Earl'for  so  much  money  had  and 
received  for  the  Earl's  use,  although  he*  had  not 
granted  the  obligation  in  1693;— -the  effect  of  which 
was  only  to  show,  that  the  receipt  then  given  by 
the  Earl  was  to  answer  a  particular  purpose,  but 
not  to  serve  as  a  voucher  for  Sir  Patrick  against 
the  EarL 

3.  As  the  appellant's  claim  is  not  founded  upon 
Sir  Patrick's  receipt  in  1693,  but  upon  these  two 
circumstances,  viz.  The  article  being  allowed  by 
the  treasury  in  1696,  and  Sir  Patrick  having  pub- 
lic money  in  his  hands  to  answer  it,  it  could  not 
&11  under  the  vicennial  prescription ;  nor  is  it  rea- 
sonable that  Sir  Patrick's  receipt,  which  was  only 
intended  to  qualify  the  one  granted  by  the  Earl, 
should  ever  prescribe  while  that  one  could  subsist 

4.  The  long  taciturnity  cannot  create  a  presump^ 
tion  that  the  money  was  paid,  in  <^position  to  the 
written  and  real  evidence  arising  from  the  circum 
stances  of  the  case.  The  mere  recommendation  by 
the  Privy  Council,  unless  supported  by  a  warrant 
from  the  Treasury,  was  no  authority  for  Sir  Patrick 

o  pay ;  and  the  Earl  could  not  have  known  that 
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the  article  was  allowed,  unless  notice  of  this  was  _  itjo. 
given  to  him  j  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  Sir    ^^^^^^^^ 
Patrick,  who  was  the  only  person  who  could  afiford    h^lxktt. 
him  this  information,  ever  gave  it  to  him.    On  the 
contrary,  it  may  be  presumed  that  he  would  be  in 
no  hurry  to  give  it,  when  it  appears  that,  upon 
passing  his  accounts  in  1 696,  the  Treasury  made 
Sir  Patrick  several  thousand  pounds  indebted  to 
the  public. 

Pleaded  Jw  the  Beepandent. — ^This  action  is 
clearly  founded  upon  Sir  Patrick's  receipt  in  l693f 
and  therefore  no  demand  having  been  made  upon 
it  for  the  space  of  twenty  years,  the  present  action 
is  barred  by  the  act  1669* 

2.  As  the  Earl,  by  his  receipt,  acknowledged 
payment  of  the  L.SOO  from  Sir  Patrick,  and  as  the 
same  was  stated  at  the  settiement  of  accounts  in 
1696  to  have  been  paid  by  Sir  Patrick  to  the  Earl, 
this  was  full  and  l^al  proof  in  a  question  with  the 
Earl,  or  with  any  one  claiming  under  him,  that  the 
money  had  been  actually  so  paid  and  received. 

3.  There  is  no  evidence,  nor  reason  to  presume, 
that  this  receipt  of  the  EarPs  had  been  granted  spe 
numerafuUs  pecuni^  as  necessary  to  furnish  Sir 
Patrick  with  a  voucher  for  that  article  in  his  ac- 
counts. 

4«  Neither  can  it  be  presumed  that  the  Earl 
could  look  upon  this  as  a  debt  justly  due  either  by 
the  Treasury  or  by  Sir  Patrick,  no  demand  having 
been  made  for  so  many  years  for  recovering  the 
sum,  though  provision  was  made  by  law  for  pay- 
ment of  all  the  public  debts. 

The  appellant,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims, 
have  themselves  to  blame,  if  any  doubt  arises  in 
ascertaining  the  true  matter  of  fact,  by  their  delay 
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Judipnent^ 
April  21^ 
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and  neglect  in  bringing  the  action,  or  making  any 
demand,  for  so  many  years  after  the  death  of  the 
parties  originally  concemed,  and  of  all  others  who 
could  have  thrown  any  light  upon  those  matters. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
<' judged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  appeal  be 
<'  and  is  hereby  dismissed  this  House ;  and  that  the 
"  several  interlocutors  complained  of  be,  and  the 
"  same  are,  hereby  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  William  Grant,  C.  Ershine. 

For  Respondent,  fV.  Murray,  Alexander  Loch- 
hart 


Acnes  Stewart  and  Husband, 
Christian  Heron, 

aO^A  May,  1749. 


Appellants ; 
Respondent 


Personal  and  Real.— Bona  et  mala  fides,— An  onerous 
singular  successor  is  not  affected  by  a  latent  and  personal  ground 
of  challenge,  to  which  his  author's  right  is  subject. 


[^Elchies  fwe  Fraud,  No.  £1,  Mor.  1705.] 


No.  82. 


The  entail  of  the  lands  of  Physgill  having  been 
set  aside  as  being  contra  fidem  tahularum  nuptialu 
urn,  (supra  No.  71),  and  Agnes  Stewart,  the  heir 
under  the  marriage  contract,  having  been  found 
entitled  to  the  estate,  and  having  entered  into  pos- 
session of  it,  the  present  question  arose  between  her 
and  her  husband  (the  appellants)  on  the  one 
part,  and  Christian  Heron  (the  respondent)  wi- 
dow  of  the  heir  of  entail,  whose  right  had 
been  set  aside,   on  the  other.     During  the  life- 
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time  of  her  husband,  and  while  the  feudal  title       ih9. 


which  he  had  made  up  to  the  lands  of  Physgil  un- stewart,  &c. 
der  the  entail  of  171 9»  remained  unchallenged,  the     heeon. 
respondent  had  been  infeft  by  him  in  a  liferent 
annuity  xout  of  these  lands,  in  virtue  of  an  obliga- 
tion contained  in  their  marriage  contract 

In  order  to  establish  her  right  to  this  annuity, 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  respondent  rais- 
ed an  action  of  poinding  the  ground  before  the  She- 
riff of  the  county,  against  the  tenants  of  the  lands, 
upon  her  liferent  infeilment,  which,  having  been  re- 
moved into  the  Court  of  Session,  was  converted  into 
an  action  o£  mails  and  duties  against  Agnes  Stew-  * 
art  and  her  husband,  and  the  tenants.  The  Lord 
Ordinary  (Kilkerran)  reported  the  cas^  to  the 
Court,  and  their  Lordships  found,  (9th  February 
17*9)  **  That  the  obligation  entered  into  by  John 
Coltraine,  (afterwards  John  Stewart  of  Phisgill,) 
in  the  marriage  settlement  betwixt  him  and  the 
**  pursuer,  whereby  he  was  bound  to  settle  upon 
**  her  a  liferent  provision  to  the  extent  of  L.50 
Sterling  yearly,  was  onerous  on  the  part  of  the 
said  pursuer,  and  rational  upon  the  part  of  the 
said  John  Coltraine ;  and  that,  he.  having  imple- 
mented the  same,  by  granting  the  liferent  infeft- 
'*  ment  to  that  extent,  when  he  was  in  the  right  of 
**  the  fee  and  property  of  the  estate  of  Phisgill,  and 
**  his  right  subject  to  no  challenge  from  any  thing 
'^  that  did  or  could  appear  on  the  records ;  That 
"  infeftment  was  likewise  just  and  onerous,  and 
**  does  subsist  in  her  person,  notwithstanding'of  the 
**  reduction  afterwards  brought  against  the  right 
<^  and  title  of  the  said  John  Coltraine,  upon  the  la- 
^*  tent  personal  obligation  contained  in  the  contract 
'^  of  marriage  entered  into,  j^nno  1668,  betwixt 

-*  2f 
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^Tf^9.      c«  Ji[jhn  Stewart,  writer  in  Edinbui^h,  and  Agues 

sTewTRT.&c. «  Stewart  liis  spouse,  whereby  he  was  bound  to 

HfeRON.     **  sfetde  l^e  estate  be  should  acquire  in  favour  of 

"  the  beir  whomsoeTer  of  the  marriage,  and  nofr- 

^  Withstteding  the  decree  obtained  in  that  reduc- 

<<  tion,  setting  aside  the  right  of  the  said  John 

<<  Odttraine,  which  the  Lords  found  cannot  hurt  the 

<^  said  onerous  li£»rent  settlement  made  to  the  pur- 

^  %iXet  by  her  said  husband,  while  he  stood  in  the 

<<  fidi  rij^t  of  pr<^ierty  of  the  estate  conform  to  the 

<<  iufbftments  and  investitures  thereof/'  The  Court 

adhered  (es  Feb.) 

Entered,  1^^  appeal  was  broug^ht  from  these  interiocu- 

March2,1749.  ^     '^^ ,         ^, 

,    t<5l^  of  9  and  ««  Feb.  1749- 

PMded/ar  ike  AppeUmnts : — ^The  claim  of  the 
reirpo^delit  is  barred,  re  Judieaia,  in  ccmsequence 
of  the  judgment  in  the  former  action,  John  Col* 
tr^Wt  ber  husband  having  urged  in  her  right,  as  well 
k^  in  irfd  own,  the  same  arguments  which  are  now 
maifitaaned :  At  all  events,  the  judgment  in  the 
fo)[«ier  cause  is  a  sttoiig  preciedent  upon  the  point 
^  dilute  in  the  present  question.  The  entail 
1719,  which  ito  ^e  found^i^taoti  of  the  respondent's 
claim,  being  reduce  and  £iet  aside^  as  fraudulent, 
aM(d  MfOf^  fidem  MMatmn  n^q^tialiufp^^  ail  aubse- 
quMt  rights  depiendent  thereon  ibust  ^1  accord- 
ing to  the  rule,  tesokiM  Jure  4&Mi»  resdidkar  jus 

mefjj^iafais. 

'i^n  Stewart  (thie  entailer)  hmtg  infeft  m  his 
#ift's  estate,  upon  thedispofiiition  oontained  in  their 
coAtt^ct  of  Vnairia^^  ld68,  and  his  infeftment  "be- 
^  duly  recMpded  in  tlie  prop^  register,  every  per- 
son con1ta<:;ting  upon  the  faith  of  these  records 
mtist  thence  bave  discovered,  d)at  the  esfiate  was 
fimited  and  ifecured  to  1^  heir  df  the  maniage. 
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and  coDse^eQtlyn  that  John  Stewart  was  thereby       ^^^^'    . 
disabled  from  granting  any  voluntary  gratuitous  stewa»t,  &c 
deed»  to  the  prejudice^  and  in  fraud  of  that  mar-     ui&ok. 
risge  settlement 

Therefore  the  re^ondent's  claim  as  a  banq  ^fide 
purchaser^  upon  t^  £uth  of  the  records,  is  without 
any  proper  foundatioo.  The  entail  17199  ^as  her 
husband's  only  title  to  the  estate  ;  that  was  plainly 
a  gratuitous  voluntary  deed  of  settlement  by  John/ 
Stewart,  fvithout  any  just  or  necessary  cause,  in 
fraud  of  his  own  marriage  contract.  John  Stew- 
art's infeftment  1668,  proceeding  upon  the  mar- 
riage contract,  did  <;learly  point  put  the  limitations 
he  was  under  in  favour  of  the  heir  of  that  marriage, 
and  it  is  an  Established  point,  that  the  most  onerous 
purchaser  from  one  whose  right  appears  ex  Jhcie, 
or  is  by  law  presumed  to  be  gratuitous,  (as  in  deeds 
between  conjunct  and  confident  persons,)  can  be 
in  no  better  case  than  the  person  from  whom  he 
purchases. 

Pleaded  Jbr  ike  Mespcndent : — John  Cdtraine, 
the  respondent's  husband,  at  the  time  of  granting 
the  liferent  provision  to  her,  was  in  full  possession 
of  the  estate,  and  had  the  property  thereof  legally 
and  completely  vested  in  him,  so  that  in  point  of 
law  nothiog  cm,h^  cleaner,  than  that;,  notwith- 
standing any  previous  latent  obfigaticms,  he  might 
have  sold  the  estate  to  a  purchaser  for  a  vsduable 
Qonsideration^  and  would  have  forfeited  the  same 
in  case  he  had  been  guilty  of  any  act,  incurring  a 
forfeiture. 

The  respondent  was  truly  a  purchaser  of  her 
liferent  provision  for  a  full  and  valuable  considera- 
Aion«  witiiput  .wy  notice  of  ihe  said  contract  of  liS68. 

Ahkoof^  the  ientail  was  reduced  by  ceason  of 
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1749.       the  contract  of  1668,  yet,  that  personal  contract 
"camfbellT  cannot  afiect  the  right  of  a  purchaser,  not  having 
CAMPBELL,  notice  of  it,  who  claims  under  a  deed  executed  by 
a  subsequent  heir  of  entail,  while  he  was  in  the 
undisputed  possession  of  the  estate,  under  a  title 
then  unimpeached ;  and  which  appeared,  from  aU 
the  entries  upon  record,  to  be  liable  to  no  objec- 
tion. 
Judgment,         After  hearing  counsel.     "  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 
*^         "  judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of 
**  be  aflSrmed." 

For  Appellants,  fF.  Murray^  A.  .Lackhart^  C. 
Maiiland. 

For  Respondent,  A.  Hume  Campbell^  C.Ershine. 


Margaret  Campbell  and  husband  ^ 

and  others  (daughters  of  Archi-  >  Appellants. 
bald  Campbell  of  Shirvane,)         J 

Alex.  Campbell  of  Shirvane,  Respondent. 

1st  June  1749. 

Heir  and  Exboutob. — Where  the  reel  and  personal  estate  are 
conveyed  to  different  heirs  in  virtae  of  different  deeds^  each 
containing  a  general  dansej  obliging  the  persons  favoured,  to 
pay  all  the  grantor's  debts— Held,  that  such  claases  do  not 
alter  the  ordinary  rules  of  liability  between  heir  and  executor. 


fElchies,  Voce'  Tailzie  No.  31.  Kilk.  p.  2dl.  Falc.  Mor.  5213.] 


No.  83.  Archibald  Campbell  of  Shirvane^  granted  a 

conveyance  (28  May  lySS)  of  his  executory  and 
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personal  estate  in  favour  of  his  eldest  lawful  son       ^745. 
Dougaly  and  the  heirs-male  of  his  body  j  whom  cakfbblls 
failing,  to  such  perscm  as  he  himself  should  appoint   campbell. 
'  by  writing  linder  his  hand ;  whom  failing,  **  to  his 
^*  own  nearest  heir-male ;''  and  the  heirs  so  succeed- 
ing were  taken  bound  to  pay  "  the  respective  por- 
tions and  provisions  provided,  or  to  be  provided, 
by  him,  to  his  other  children,  and  also  to  satisfy 
and  pay  his  just  and  lawful  debts  and  legacies, 
'*  and  the  expences  of  his  funeral,  &c. 

A  few  days  days  thereafter,  (8  June,) /he  like- 
wise executed  an  entail  of  his  estate  of  Shirvane  in 
favour  of  himself,  and  of  the  same  son  Dougal,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body — (with  other  substitutions) — 
whom  failing,  in  favour  of  Alexander  Campbell, 
(the  respondent,)  his  eldest  natural  son.  In  this 
deed  likewise,  it  was  declared  that  the  heirs  so 
succeeding,  **  Shall  be  holden  and  obliged  to  pay 
the  portions  and  provisions  of  my  other  children, 
&c.  and  that  the  lands  shall  not  only  be  burden- 
"  ed  with  the  payment  thereof,  &c.  but  with  the 
*<  payment  of  all  debts  that  shall  be  due  by  me  at 
"  the  time  of  my  decease,  &c.  all  which,'*  &c.  the 
said  heirs  ^*  shall  be  holden  by  acceptation  of  this 
<^  right  to  perform  and  fulfil,  albeit  the  said  bonds 
<<  and  obligations  be  only  personal,  and  no  infeft- 
"  ment  has  followed  .thereon." 

Archibald  died  in  1737f  ^nd  his  son  Dougal  hav- 
ing died  soon  after,  without  issue,  the  succession 
to  the  estate  of  Shirvane  opened  to  the  respon- 
dent, and  the  personal  estate  accrued  to  Dougal 
Campbell  of  Kilmaitin,  as  the  next  heir-male  of 
Archibald. 

Thereafter  Kilmartin,  in  implement  of  a  trans- 
action with  the  daughters  of  Archibald,  (the  ap- 
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174&.  pellants,)  disponed  to  them  his  whole  right  to 
CAMPBELLS  the  personal  estate^  They  then  paid  sotne  of 
cuMBBELt.  ^^^  debts  due  by  their  father,  and  afterwards, 
in  the  character  of  executors  of  their  father,  and 
as  assignees  of  Kilmartin,  they  brought  an  ac- 
tion of  relief  against  the  respondent,  in  which 
they  insisted  that^  in  virtue  of  the  clause  in  the 
settlement  of  Shirvane^  they  are  entitled  to  reitki- 
bursement  of  what  diey  had  already  paid,  and  to 
relief  from  any  other  demands  which  might  be 
made  against  them  by  the  other  crecUtors  of  their 
fether. 

The  defence  was  chiefly  rested  upon  thfe  previous 
disposition  of  the  personal  estate,  whereby  that  was 
also  burdened  with  the  payment  of  the  debts. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Kilkerrah)  sustained  the 
defences,  and  decerned)  (27  Nov,.  174*>)  but  after- 
wards took  the  case  to  rqyort  to  tKe  Court  on  in- 
formations. 

Their  Lordships,  by  their  interlocutor,  (14  June 
1747)  foimd,  «*  that  relief  of  the  debts  of  the  tail- 
"  zier  is  competent  to  the  pursuers,  in  the  right  of 
**  Campbell  of  Kilmartin,  against  the  defender,  the 
"  heir  of  tailzie  in  the  knd  estate."  But  upon  ad- 
vising a  petition  and  answers,  (17  Feb.  17*7)  they 
altered  the  interlocutor,  and  "  found  that  relief  of 
'^  the  debts  of  the  taikier  is  not  competent  to  the 

pursuers  in  the  right  of  Citmpbell  of  Kilmartin 

against  the  defender,  the  heir  of  tailzie  in  the 

land  estate,*' — and  ( 1 2  June)  adhered. 
ii*j'^i74s       '^^^  appeal  was  brought  from  these  interlocutors 
*°*      *  of  17  Feb.  and  12  June  1747- 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Appellants : — The  testator  had 
full  power  to  dispose  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  such  persons,  and  under  such  conditions  as  he 
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thought  proper.    He  could  nqt  defeat  Jhe  right  of      ^^^' 

his  creditors,  but  he  aiight  subject  either  his  real  or    campbell 

his  personal  estate  in  the  paym^it  of  his  debts,    camfbeli.. 

Which  of  those  he  has  subjected  must  depend  upon 

his  acts.    And  by  the  last  deed  executed  by  him, 

whereby  he  excluded  his  heir-male,  he  conveyed 

his  real  estate,  upon  the  expresis  condition  that  the 

heirs  under  that  deed  should  pay  all  his  debt3« 

To  contend  that  the  personal  estate,  which  wa$ 

given  to  the  heir-male,  is  in  these  circumstances 

liable  to  pay  the  debts,  and  not  the  real,  is  to  nmln- 

tain  that  the  heirs  nominated  in  the  deed  c^  tailzie 

are  entitled  to  take  the  estate  under  the  settlemeni^ 

and  to  reject  the  conditions  upon  which  it  wu 

given.     Besides  the  intention  of  the  testator  tQ 

subject  the  heirs  in  the  real  estate  to  the  paymmit 

of  his  debts,  is  clearly  demonstrated  by  the  de(^ 

ration  that  they  shall  be  so  liable,  ^^  albeit  tb/Q  said 

<<  bonds  and  obligements  be  only  personal^  amd  no 

<<  in&ftment  has  followed  thereon ;"  and  this  was 

a  reasonable  satis&ction  to  the  heirs  of  his  family 

whom  he  was  disinheriting,  in  order  to  provide  for 

his  illegitimate  ofispring. 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespandent  :^j-^Thd  debta  in 
question  are  such  as  by  their  own  nature,  and  by 
the  common  and  statute  law  of  Scotland,  ought  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  executry  or  personal  estate  of 
the  original  debtor,  who,  by  the  clause  obliging 
the  heirs  in  his  tailzied  estate  to  pay  all  his  debts, 
intended  merely  to  provide  an  express  security  for 
his  creditors,  or  to  furnish  them  with  a  more  prompt 
and  easy  remedy  to  recover  payment  of  their 
debts,  but  not  to  alter  the  ordinary  rules  of 
liability  between  the  heir  and  executor.  That 
the  bare  charging  the  heir  in  a  real  estate  witli 


V. 
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,  1749.  the  disponer's  debts,  and  empowering  him  to  sell 
Campbells"  land  for  payment  thereof,  are  not  sufficient  to 
discharge  the  personal  estate,  or  to  bar  the  heir's 
relief  out  of  the  executry  of  the  personal  debts, 
which  stand  so  charged  upon  him,  was  decided  by 
the  Court  in  Jan.  1745.* 

Besides,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  an  ex- 
press settlement  made  by  the  testator  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  whereby  part  of  his  property  was 
also  expressly  burdened  with  the  payment  of  his 
whole  debts,  and  thus  both  estates  being  in  pari 
casu  in  respect  to-  the  burdens  with  which  they 
were  charged,  the  question  concerning  the  relief 
stood  in  the  same  situation  as  if  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other  had  contained  any  such  declaration, 
namely,  that  the  moveable  estate  should  be  ulti- 
mately charged  with  the  payment  of  the  moveable, 
and  the  real  estate  with  the  heritable  debts,  if  there 
were  any. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  "  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 
]  June  i7«.  «<  jmjggjj^  gjc.  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of 
"  be  affirmed/' 

For  Appellants,  ^.HiKm^  Campbell^  C.  Erskine. 
For  Respondent,  W.  Grant,  W.  Murray,  Will. 
Robertson. 

Elchies  states  erroneously  that  the  judgment  was  reversed. 

*  Russel  V.  Russel.    Mor.  5211. 
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Francis  Scott,        .        .        -         Appellant;  ^^^^- 

Francis,  Lord  Napier,  et  alii.     -     Bespondents. 


8C0TT 

V. 

LORD  NAPICB. 


29  November,  1749. 

Witness. — Exhibition.— Advocatb.-— A  defender  being  cited 
upon  a  general  diligence  against  havers,  is  not  obliged  to  de- 
pone or  exhibit  except  upon  a  special  condescendence  of  the 
writs  called  for. 

A  defender  being  cited  under  a  diligence  against  havers  for 
proving  a  trusty  found  that  he  is  not  bound  to  produce  the 
writs  specially  condescended  upon,  if  he  depone  that  they 
contain  no  clause  instructing  a  trust. 

Found  that  lawyers  and  agents  cited  as  havers,  are  bound  to 
answer  only  such  interrogatories  touching  writings  that  have 
come  to  their  knowledge  in  the  course  of  their  employment,  as 
might  competently  be  put  to  their  clients. 

Process. — Appbal. — A  pursuer  having  judicially  passed  from 
the  defender's  oath,  and  an  interlocutor  being  in  consequence 
pronounced  drcumducing  the  term ;  it  was  found  to  be  in* 
competent  to  appeal  from  previous  interlocutors  relating  to 
the  defender's  deponing  upon  and  exhibiting  the  writings 
called  for.* 


[^Elchies,  voce  Witness  No.  S  and  5.    CL  Home.     Mor.  S58 
and  3965.^ 


Lord  Napier  being  pursued  by  Scott  in  a  pro-  No.  84. 
cess  of  reduction,  improbation,  and  declarator,  for 
setting  aside  his  right  and  titles  to  the  lands  of 
Thirlestane  and  others,  produced  a  complete  feudal 
title  by  charter  and  sasine,  upon  which  he  averred 
that  prescription  had  run.  The  pursuer  alleged 
interruption,  and  that  the  lands  had  been  originally 

*  In  this  way  it  appears  that  the  House  of  Lords  did  not  dedde 
upon  the  other  points  noticed  above.    Vide  Judgnient. 
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acquired  by  Lord  Napier's  authors  in  trust,  and 

SCOTT       upQii  a,  redeemable  right ;  and  a  diligence .  having 

LOKJ)  vAtiMR.  been  granted  by  the  Lord  Ordinary  (Polton)  against 

havers  in  support  of  this  plea,  was  executed  against 

the  defender  himself,  who  was  required  to  "de- 

'^  pone  and  exhibit  all  writings  that  concerned  the 

estate  of  Thirlestane,  and  which  might  tend  to 

prove  interruption  of  the  prescription,  or  the 

'<  terms  of  the  trust  in  the  person  of  P^ck  Scott 

*<  of  Tanlawhill,  or  continuance  thereof^  or  other 

**  transactions  relating  to  the  pursuer's  right  to  the 

"  estate/* 

Lord  Napier  having  refused  to  depppe,  the  Xiord 
Ordinary,   (Murbile,   9  Februaiy  1734,)  founds 
"  That  the  original  right  in  Tanlawhili's  person, 
"  who  was  the  I^rd  Napier's  predecessor,  though 
<<  in  the  form  of  an  absolute  disposition  from  Scott 
**  of  Harden  to  the  WAdsetter,  with  consent  of  Sir 
^  John  Scott  of  Thiriestane,  the  pursuer's  grand- 
father,  was  qualified  by  the  declarations  produc- 
ed to  have  been  originally  a  trust  right  for 
"  Thirlestane's  behoof  for  security  to  Tanlawhill 
**  of  44,000  merks,  thereby  declared  to  have  been 
'<  all  that  was  paid  to  Harden  the  wadsetter ;  and 
'^  therefore,  that  the  Lord  Napier  must  depone  and 
exhibit  every  writ  passed  between  these  parties' 
predecessors  that  may  serve  to  interrupt  the  pre- 
scription, or  instruct  the  terms  of  the  trust,  and 
particularly,'*  &c.  &c;     "  And  in  general  every 
"  writ  of  whatever  kind  which  may  serve  to  inter- 
**  rupt  prescription^  or  prove  the  continuance  of 
**  his  predecessor's  trust*' 

But  the  case  being  afterwards  reported,  the 
Lords  found,  (S6  June  and  18  November  1735,) 
^*  That  the  Lord  Napier  is  only  obliged  to  d^one 
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'*  upon  a  particular  condescendence  of  writs  craved       ^^^*' 


8COTT 

v. 


<<  to  be  exhibited  to  instruct  the  alleged  trust,  or 

"  the  alleged  continuance  thereof  or  the  alleged  i.««»  »*»«*• 

**  interruptions  of  the  prescription  ;  and  that  he  is 

<<  not  obliged  to  depone  in  general/' 

The  pursuer  next  insisted  that  the  lawyers  and 
agents  employed  by  Lord  Napier  should  be  exa* 
mined  touching  such  writings  as  related  to  the 
premises,  upon  a  general  interrogatory,  as  other 
havers^  The  Lords  upon  report  found,  (l6  Feb. 
and  IS  July  17370  '*  There  can  be  no  interroga- 
tions put  to  the  lawyers  and  agents  employed  by 
the  Lord  Napier  or  his  predecessors,  as  to  such 
**  writingB  as  they  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
^*  in  the  course  of  their  emplo3iinent ;  but  such  as 
'^  are  teompetent  to  be  put  to  the  Lord  Ns^ier  by 
*^  the  Lords'  interlocutor  in  presence/' 

Several  interlocutors  were  thereafter  pronounced 
restnctiDg  the  interrogatories  proposed  to  be  put  to 
L(»id  Napier.  Inter  aHa^  The  Lords  found,  (S2 
Jttly  17'^>)  ^  the  Lord  Napier  is  obliged  to  de- 
**  pone  whether  the  conveyances  condescended  on 
*'  contain  any  clause  instructing  a  trust  or  not, 
**  and  in  case  he  acknowledge  ttey  do  contain  any 
**  9uch  dbuise,  he  is  bound  to  exhibit,  but  if  he  de- 
**  pone  they  contain  no  such  clause  of  trust,  that 
^  he  is  not  bound  to  exhibit  them." 

The  pursuer  conceiving  that  he  coaki  derive  no 
advantage  from  the  oath  when  so  limited,  jndtciaUy 
^^sed  from  the  same,  (28  Nivv^mber  I74O)  $  where- 
Hfotk  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (29  November,)  *<  in  re- 
spect of  the  j^rsu^'s  procurator  ju&ially  pass^ 
'^  ifig  fp&ttk  my  Lord  NapierJs  toath,  ^rand  diat  he 
couM  not  be  holden  to  depone  lliereaAer;"  andcir- 
^timdm^ed  the  term  accordingly.   The  parties  were 
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^^^^'      then  heard  upon  the  proof  and  whole  case,  and 
"^u.^^     judgment  was  pronounced  upon  the  merits. 
LORDKAPiiE.     The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
IS  Dec.  1748;  of  the^26  Juuc,  18  November,  10  and  19  Decem- 
fjSri74?  ^^^  ^'^^'^  9  January  1736;  16  February  and  12 
"^^       '  July  1737 ;  3  July  and  29  November  1739  ;  22 
and  29  July,  and  28  November  I74O ;  15  Decem- 
ber 1742;  5  January,  and  2  December  1743;  18 
and  20  January  1744. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Appellant : — The  several  judg- 
ments refusmg  to  examine  the  respoil^ent  on  gene- 
ral interrogatories,  and  requiring  a  condescendence 
of  the  particular  writings,  which  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  it  was  impossible  for  the  ajqpd- 
lant  to  give,  were  contrary  to  law ;  since  it  being 
admitted  that  a  defender,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
is  bound  to  exhibit  writings  particularly  conde- 
scended upon,  it  follows  that  he  must  exhibit  other 
writings  tending  to  support  the  pursuer's  claim, 
even  upon  a  general  interrogatory,  more  especially 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  trustee  must 
be  presumed  to  have  in  his  possession  such  writ- 
ings. 

Although  it  is  true  that  bonds  or  other  imtru^ 
menta  apud  debitarem  reperta^  could  create  no  ob- 
ligation upon  him,  yet  such  documents  would  be 
good  evidence  that  lliere  had  been  such  obligation, 
sufficient  to  determine  the  nature  of  other  rights 
and  transactions. 

The  rule  of  the  civil  law,  nemo  tenetur  edere  in^ 
strumenta  contra  se,  does  not  take  place  in  the  law 
of  Scotland,  as  is  plain  from  the  proceedings  in  the 
present  action ;  the  Court  having  obliged  the  re- 
spondent to  depone  and  exhibit  all  writings  against 
himself  upon  a  particular  condescendence  thereof; 
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and  there  is  the  same  reason  for  exhibiting  upon  a       ^^^' 
general  interrogatory.    Indeed,  in  some  cases^  the      •^^^^'^ 
defender  is  bound  to  exhibit  all  writs  whatevert  in  loeo  map»e. 
which  the  pursuer  may  have  any  interest,  as  in  ex* 
hibitions  ad  deliberandum^  at  the  instance  of  an 
apparent  heir ;  and  the  adjudication  which  founds 
the  present  action,  being  led  against  the  appellant, 
the  apparent  heir,  for  his  own  behoof,  it  is  of  the 
like  kind  with  an  exhibition  ad  deliberandum ;  or 
at  least  it  ought  to  have  the  same  privilege,  espe- 
cially against  his  trustee,  in  order  to  discover  mat-  ' 
ters  relative  to  the  trust 

Pleaded  far  the  Bespondent : — Although  the  law 
of  Scotland  does  give  a  right  to  a  party  who  hath 
prima  /ade  a  title  to  the  lands,  by  an  action  of  re- 
duction improbation,  to  compel  the  production  of 
all  deeds  and  incumbrances  which  may  afifect  the 
same,  and  in  case  they  are  not  produced,  to  have 
them  declared  void ;  yet  it  is  equally  certain  that  a 
defender  in  such  an  action,  producing  a  titie  prefer- 
able to  the  pursuer's,  is  held  to  exclude  him,  and 
is  thereupon  assoilzied  from  the  action.  The  pur- 
suer, in  such  a  case,  cannot  supply  his  want  of  titie, 
or  enforce  a  further  production,  by  alleging  that 
the  defender's  titie,  sufficient  in  law,  is  vested  in 
him  in  trust,  unless  the  reality  of  such  trust,  and 
that  it  still  subsists,  be  first  proved.  And  this 
rule  is  appUcable  in  the  strongest  manner  to  the 
present  case,  where  the  lands  have  been  possessed 
upon  proper  legal  tities  of  absolute  property,  for  a 
century,  and  no  notice  ever  taken  of  this  pretend- 
ed trust 

The  appellant's  demand  was  quite  irregular  and 
unprecedented,  compelling  the  respondent  to  de- 
pone injure,  and  not  in JactOp^^not  whether  he 
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^^^'  had  this  or  that  writing  particularly  deacrtbed*  but 
SCOTT  whether  he  had  any  wiitings  which,  in  his  own 
LOU)  NAPIER,  opinion,  might  serve  the  appellant's  purpose  of 
making  out  a  better  title  to  the  estate.  Not  bsing 
a  lawyer,  he  could  not  do  this  upon  his  own  jodgf 
meat,  and  to  do  it  with  the  assistance  of  ianatfaen 
would  be  attended  with  excessive  difficulty  and  ex. 
pense. 

Supposing  even  the  most  psoper  and  direct  evi« 
deuce  of  a  trust  were  to  be  discovered  by  a  search 
among  the  respondent's  writings,  such  am  a  deda^ 
ration,  backbond,  or  obligation  to  denude,  it  eould 
avail  nothing,  any  more  than  a  bond  £^  a  inim  of 
money,  by  reason  of  the  maxim,  quad  mstrusmettf^ 
imfi  apud  debitarem  repertum,  ptemmiit^r  Mhu^ 

Judgment,  A&»x  hearing  counsel,  ^'  it  is  dedaccd*  &&  That 

or.  29,  749.  ^^  ^  appears  that  on  the  28  November  174Q,  ^ 

*'  appellant's  pixxsvator  did,  before  tiie  L^vd  Qnfir 
^  nary,  judiciaily  pass  from  tiie  respondent,  the  Lond 
'^  Napier's  oath,  and  consented  in  Court,  that  fciM^ 
^  term  for  proving  and  producing  might  be  l^ir*- 
cumduoed  ^qgainst  the  appeUant  conditk)mU^^  if 
he  should  notp^ovte  and  produce  further  lieiHviiiU; 
^  and  diat  day  eight  days ;  whereupon#  by  the  in- 
'^^  terlocutor  of  iftie  ^9th  of  the  said  Noveoiber,  the 
^*  term  was  diraiMBdueed  accordingly :  It  is  \h&^ 
^^  foce  oDdened,  thiKt  so  much  of  the  iiaid  ispp^  A^ 
«<  ^oBiplaiaisjaf  the  several  interlocuibors»  i^lntwtg  \P 
<<idie  Fespoodeata,  deponing  uponty  iei^ijbi^i|g»  'fir 
-*<  prtidiioiiBig  any  deeds,  writs,  or  insiritmeilts  ofmf 
<<  kind,  be  dismissed :  And  it  is  further.  §g4fit^ 
**  and  a^yudged,  thst  iJie  lest  of  the  koilfsrloiiutors 
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"  complained  of  in  and  by  the  sud  appeal  be  af-       ly^o. 
^  firmed,  and  the  said  appeal  dismissed/'  i>ukb  or  ha- 

MILTON,  &C. 

1>UEE  OF  HA* 
—  MILTON*^ 

For  Lord  Napier,  (Respondent,)  William  Grants  cuviTOKi. 
JF.  Murrofff  A.  Hume  CampbeU. 


For  Appeflant,  C  MaiUand,  C.  Erskine. 


James,  Duke  of  Hamilton,  et  aUif   -   Appellants. 
Thomas,  Earl  of  Haddington,  et\ 

alii^  Creditors  of  James,  Duke  >  RespandefOs. 

of  Hamilton,  deceased,    -    -   J 

l^th  January  1750. 

TardT.^— Jus  Tbrtii.«— A  truftt  for  payment  of  such  of  the  cre- 
ditors ti  the  granter's  son,  tu  the  trustees  should  agree  and 
compoimd  with,  and  declaring  that  no  action  or  diligence 
thereon  should  be  competent  to  anj  of  the  creditors,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  that  they  should  thereby  forfeit  all  interest  ia 
the  same ;  and  the  trustees  having  for  a  length  of  time  taken 
no  steps  towards  a  distribution^ — action  was  sustained  at  the 
iastanee  of  the  vHiole  creditors,  ^  the  purpoee  of  calling  the 
trustees  to  account  ^Dr  their  intromissions  with  the  tmst  estate. 

Action  Being  raised  against  the  representatives  of  the  original 
trustees,  without  opposition  from  the  substitute  trustee,  it  was 
found  to  be  jtu  tertii  to  the  representatives  to  object  the 
above  forfeiting  dause. 


[Elchies  voce  Trust,  No.  9  and  IS.— Fal.— Mor»  16201.] 


Anne,  Dacfaess  of  Hamilton,  in  her  own  right,    No.  85, 
had  a  claim  npon  tiie  crown  of  France  for  500,000 
livres,  as  arrears  of  rent  from  the  Duchy  of  Chade- 
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1750.  herault,  secured  hy  the  treaty  of  Utrecht  Her  son, 
i>uKE  OF  HA-  Duke  James>  having  predeceased  her,  leaving  large 
MILTON,  &c.  ^^^^^  gjjg^  ^^  j^j^^  executed  a  trust-disposition  of 

BDKK  OF  HA-  tjjis  suic  iu  favour  of  Charles  Earl  of  Selkirk,  andMr. 

MILTON  8 

CEEDIT0R8.  Hamiltou  of  Fencaitland,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
whom  failing,  James  Duke  of  Hamilton,  her  grand- 
son, and  his  heirs  of  tailzie,^rtf/,  for  paying  her  owu 
debts;  *'  in  the  next  place,  for  payment  of  such  of  the 
**  said  deceased  James  Duke  of  Hamilton,  his  cre- 
ditors, &c.  as  she  should  appoint  by  a  writ  under 
her  hand  ;  and  failing  thereof,  to  such  of  the  said 
<*  creditors  as  the  said  trustees  should  compound 
and  agree  with  ;  and  with  power  to  them  to  pre- 
fer any  one  of  the  said  creditors  as  they  shall 
"  think  fit.^*  "  Providing  always  that  the  present 
**  clause  in  favour  of  the  said  creditors  shall  afford 
**  no  right  to  them,  or  either  of  them,  to  affect  the 
<^  subject  hereby  disponed,  or  to  pursue  any  action 
thereupon  against  the  said  trustees  j  and  if  any 
such  diligence  be  used,  or  action  raised  and  pro- 
**  secute  upon  the  same,  the  foresaid  diligence,  and 
also  the  foresaid  provision,  in  so  far  as  it  was  in  fa^ 
vour  of  the  said  creditors  so  using  diligence,  are 
^*  hereby  declared  to  be  void  and  null/'  Further, 
full  power  and  liberty  is  reserved  to  the  said 
trustees  to  prefer  any  of  the  said*'  creditors,  "  and 
they  are  not  to  be  accountable"  to  the  said  cre- 
ditors, ^*  for  what  they  shall  act  or  do  as  to  the 
"  preference,**  &c. 

By  virtue  of  a  reserved  power  to  burden  the  en- 
tailed estate  to  the  amount  of  L.20,000,  she,  at  the 
same  time,  executed  a  conveyance  of  certain  of  the 
lands  in  security  of  that  sum,  in  favour  of  the  same 
trustees,  for  the  same  purposes,  and  under  the  same 
conditions  as  above  recited. . 
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The  Duchess  died  shortly  afler  executing  tliese       ir^o. 
deeds,  and  the  original  trustees  liktwise  dying  with-  duke  of  ha- 
out  having  paid  off  any  of  the  debts,  the  creditors  of  '''''*®*'  ^^ 
her  son  brought  two  actions,  the  one  of  count  and  puke  of  ha. 
reckoning  against   the   representatives   of  these  cumtors. 
trustees,  concluding  for  payment  of  their  debts  out 
of  the  trust  estates;   and  the  other  against  the 
Duke  of  Hamilton,  as  substitute  trustee.     The 
Duke  judicially  declared,  **  that  he  did  not  oppose 
^  the  creditors  of  the  late  Duke,  his  father,  their 
**  getting  payment  of  their  debts  but  of  the  subject 
«*  of  the  French  estate/' 

The  representatives  of  the  trustees  pleaded, 
1  •  That  the  pursuers  had  no  interest  in  the  trust 
deeds,  which  were  confined  to  such  creditors  as  the 
Duchess  should  appoint,  by  a  writing  under  her 
hand ;  and  in  default  thereof,  to  such  as  the  trustees 
should  compound  and  agree  with ;  under  neither 
of  which  descriptions  the  pursuers  could  claim.  2. 
That  even  though  the  pursuers  had  an  intei:est  in 
the  trust  deeds,  yet,  by  the  above  recited  clause, 
they  had  forfeited  that  right  by  bringing  the  pre- 
sent action. 

It  was  answered,  1.  That  the  pa3rment  of  her 
son's  debts  appeared,  from  the  very  words  of  the 
trust  deeds,  to  have  been  the  principal  object  of 
the  Duchess  in  making  them ;  but  (not  knowing 
the  extent  of  these  debts,  or  how  much  the  French 
fund  might  produce)  she  had  vested  the  trustees 
with  discretionary  powers  to  prevent  the  estate 
from  being  torn  to  pieces  by  legal  diligences,  and 
in  case  of  a  deficiency,  to  give  a  preference  to 
such  debts  as  might  appear  to  them  to  merit 
it  i  but  that  it  could  never  have  been  her  inten- 
tion to  give  the  trustees  a  power  of  disappointing 

2  o 
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1T50.  the  whole  effect  of  the  deeds,  by  denying  payment 
i»uu  OF  HA-  to  all  the  creditors.  That  the  very  foifeittng  clause 
MILTON,  ^^  which  the  defenders  relied,  proved  plainly  that 
MKB  or  HA-  the  whole  body  of  the  creditors  had  an  interest  in 
CEBDXTOM.  the  provision,,  since  it  would  have  been  absurd  to 
make  any  one,  or  a  number  of  them,  forfeit  that 
which  they  never  had»  At  all  events,  the  creditors 
had  a  right  to  be  compounded  and  agreed  with, 
which  had  not  been  done  with  any  one  of  them. 
S.  That  the  import  of  the  f(Hfeiting  clause  was  en- 
tirely mistaken.  It  prohibits  '^  diligence  affecting 
<<  the  subject  of  the  trust,  and  action  upon  such 
<*  diligence,''  which  was  a  proper  caution  to  pre- 
vent the  creditors  from  attaching  the  estate  by  real 
execution,  and  thus  dispossessing  the  trustees,  or 
embarrassing  the  object  of  the  trust  But  this  veiy 
caution  supposed  steps  to  be  taken  by  t)ie  trustees 
for  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and  never  meant  to 
exclude  all  action  at  the  creditors'  instance  against 
the  trustees^  if  they  acted  contrary  to  its  very  es- 
sence, and  put  the  trust  money  in  their  pockets* 
It  must  have  been  an  extraordinary  deed  to  let  in 
such  contradictory  consequences.  At  the  creaticm 
of  these  trust  rights,  the  extent  both  of  the  funds 
and  <^  the  debts  was  uncertain.  With  a  view  to ' 
these  uncertainties  the  power  of  compounding  with 
the  creditors  was  given  to  the  trustees;  which  power, 
as  it  might  have  been  frustrated  by  some  of  the 
creditors  obtaining  preference  by  legal  diligence, 
was  secured  by  the  clause  in  question,  which  is 
merely  executory  of  the  former ;  and  if  even  ap- 
plicable to  llie  case  of  creditors  attacking  with  pro- 
cess the  trustees,  while  endeavouring  to  convert 
the  funds  for  the  creditors'  satis&ction,  could  not 
apply  to  that  of  the  whole  body  of  creditors  seek* 
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ing,  after  30  years'  patience^  an  account  of  the      ^^^' 
trust  funds.  In  short,  the  question  was,  wh^er  the  ^^^^  <>'  h^- 
trustees  under  the  deeds  are  bound  to  account  fi>r        «.' 
their  intrcHuissions,  or  whether  the  disposition  was  '^"ilxok"" 
made  to  them,  not  as  trustees,  but  for  tiieir  own  cabsitom. 
use  and  behoof. 

The  case  liang  reported,  the  Court  (19  Nov. 
1740)  "  having  conadered  the  disposition,  &c. 
<*  and  compearance  made  for  the  Duke,  whereby 
*<  he  declared,  that  he  did  not  oppose  the  creditors 
^^  their  getting  payment  of  their  debts  out  of  the 
'^  subject  of  the  French  estate ;  find  that  the  action 
'^  is  competent  to  the  pursuers  against  the  defen- 
^*  ders,  and  sustain  the  pursuers'  title  accordingly*" 

The  Duke  having  died,  the  trust  devolved  upon 
the  appeUant,  (his  successor,)  whereupon  the  defen* 
ders  pleaded,  in  a  reclaiming  petition,  that  the  late 
Duke's  consent,  on  whidi  the  above  interlocutor 
had  been  mainly  pleaded,  died  with  him,  and  could 
not  bind  the  present  Duke,  £rom  whom  no  consent 
to  the  action  had  been  obtained. 

Answered^  That  as  the  present  Duke  was  a  par- 
ty to,  and  did  not  oppose,  the  action,  it  was  jw 
tertii  for  these  representatives  to  plead  upon  the 
forfeiting  clause.  The  Lord  Ordinary  (10  July 
1745)  <<  In  respect  the  presort  Duke,  who  is  called 
<^  in  the  process,  did  not  a{qpear  to  oppose  the  pur- 
'<  suers,  calling  the  representatives  of  the  trustees 
'*  to  account  for  their  intxomissicms  \  and  that  the 
^^  Lords  have  found  action  competent  to  the  jHir- 
<'  suers :  found  that  it  was  Jm  tertii  to  the  repre- 
<<  sentatives  of  the  trustees  to  found  upon  the  irri* 
*'  taut  clause  in  the  said  di^Kisition,  and  therefore 
<<  repelled  the  defence  founded  thereon,'*  &c. 

The  pursuers  then  insisted  in  their  action  against 
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^^^'  the  Duke,  and  craved  that  the  execution  of  the 
MILTON  S«."  *™^*  ^^ving  now  devolved  upon  him,  he  m%ht,  as 
I'. '  substitute  trustee  and  possessor  of  the  estate  of 
"  miltok's^"  Avondale,  be  ordained  to  account  for  the  L.20,000 
cRBDiTOEs.  ^th  which  that  estate  was  burdened  by  the  second 
disposition  above  narrated.  To  which  it  was  an- 
swered, (in  addition  to  the  plea  founded  on  the 
forfeiting  clause  in  the  deed,)  that  neither  the  ori- 
ginal nor  the  substitute  trustees  were  bound  to 
accept  of,  or  after  their  acceptance,  to  proceed  fur- 
ther than  they  should  think  fit  in  the  execution  of 
the  trust,  being  by  the  deed  expressly  liable  for 
intromissions  only ;  that  the  Duke  had  not  accept- 
ed, of  the  trust  deed,  neither  had  he  intromitted 
with  the  subject  by  virtue  therepf ;  but  that  his 
father  having  died  in  possession  of  those  subjects 
as  heir  of  entail,  he  himself  had  taken  them  as  heir 
of  bis  father,  and  not  as  trustee  of  Duchess  Ann,  and 
that  he  was  under  no  obligation  to  give  up  this  title 
and  take  under  the  trust  deed,  seeing  the  trustees 
were  left  at  full  liberty  to  proceed  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  trust  so  far  only  as  they  should  think 
fit 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Drummore)  having  report* 
ed  the  case  upon  informations,  the  Court  (25  Nov. 
1747)  **  Find  that  action  is  competent  at  the  in- 
^*  stance  of  the  creditors  against  the  present  Duke 
<*  of  Hamilton,  the  defender,  and  remit  to  the  Lord 
'*  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly.''  And,  on  the 
same  day,  upon  advising  a  petition  in  the  other  ac- 
tion, they  found,  <<  that  action  is  competent  at  the 
instance  of  the  creditors  against  the  representa- 
tives of  the  original  trustees,  and  remit,**  &c. 
fSSri:      "^^^  SLppeal  was  brought  from  "  certain  inter- 

"locutors,  or  parts  thereof,  the  last  dated  22d 
"  Feb.  1749/' 


it 
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After  hearing  couoseU  "  It  is  ordered  and  ad-       ^^^' 
••judged,  &c.  that  in  the  first  interlocutor  pro- ^^ "^,"  |^" 
•'  nounced  the  25  Nov.  1747  complained  of,  after        v. 
"  the  word  [*  trustees'],  and  before  the  words  ^"milton'b  * 


cc 
« 


[•  and  remif  ],  these  words  be  there  inserted ;  «"»»»<>»■• 
videUeetf  [*  and  sustain  the  pursuers'  title,  ac-  Judgment, 

*  cording  to  the  terms  and  effect  of  the  respective  ^*°*  ^^'  ^^^ 

*  dispositions  executed  by  the  late  Duchess  of 

*  Hamilton']  ;  and  that,  in  the  other  interlocu- 
**  tor  of  the  said  25  Nov.  1747>  after  the  word 
**  *  [*  defender*],  and  before  the  words  [*  and  re- 
^'  <  mit*],  the  above  mentioned  words  be  there  like- 
wise inserted,  videlicet,  [<  and  sustain  the  pur- 
'  suers'  title,  according  to  the  terms  and  eflfect 

of  the  respective  dispositions  executed  by  the 
^  late  Duchess  of  Hamilton'] ;  and  it  is  hereby 
furdier  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  with  these 

*<  additions  the  said  several  interlocutors  complained 

*^  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  aflSrmed.'^ 

For  Duke  of  Hamilton  (Appellant),  fF^  Murrajf, 
a  Yorie. 

For  Countess  of  Cassilis,  &c.  (Appellants),  fVH- 
Ham  Grant,  Paul  Jodrdl. 

For  Rei^ndents,  A.  Hume  Can^pbell,  Al 
Forester. 
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17i0. 


BAYNES^  &C. 


BARL  or  SU- 
THERLAND. 


♦.  Walter  Batne,  Esq.  and  P£ne-"\ 

LOPE  his  Wife,  and  George  Mor-  ^Appellants. 
RisoN,  Esq.        ...  3 

William,  Earl  of  Sutherland,  Respondent. 

* 

13  Feb.  1750. 

FoRBiQN.— TiTLB  TO  puB0UB.««lDioTRT.-*Foimd  tiuit  persoiis 
appointed  in  England  bj  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  manage  the 
affairs  of  a  lunatic,  are  not  thereby  entitled  to  maintain  acti9n 
in  Scotland  upon  the  lunatic's  right. 

A  power  of  attorney,  granted  by  one  who  had  been  judicially  de- 
dared  a  lunatic  in  England,  was  found  a  sufficient  title  to  pur- 
sue in  Scotland  for  a  debfc  doe  ta  hivt  there. 


[Elchies,  voce  Icfiotry  and  Fnrioaity,  No.  d ;  Kilk.  S09;  Falc. ; 
Mor.  Diet.  4596.] 

No.  86.  Morrison,  a  native  of  Ei^land  and  residing 
there,  lent  L.2100,  on  a  bond  in  the  English  form, 
to  the  Earl  of  Sutherland.  A  commission  of  lu- 
nacy having  issued  against  Morrison,  his  sister  Fle- 
nelope,  and  Baynes  her  husband  were,  upon  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  declaring  the  lunacy,  appointed 
committees  for  the  management  of  his  estate.  In 
this  character  they  raised  an  action  in  the  Court  of 
Session  against  Lord  Sutherland,  for  payment  of  the 
above  bond  and  interest  thereon. 

Olfjectedf  that  the  pursuers  had  produced  no 
title  to  insist  in  the  action ;  that  the  verdict  was 
not  competent  evidence  in  Scotland,  neither  could 
the  commission  granted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
affect  debts  or  subjects  in  Scotland,  in  which  coun- 
try the  King  was  not  by  law  the  guardian  of  luna- 
tics, and  where  inquisition  of  lunacy,  and  the  sue- 
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ceasLon  to  the  estates  of  lunatics  were  regulated  by       trio. 
different  rules  from  those  which  prevailed  in  £ng-  batmxs,^&c 
land.    That  consequently  the  pursuers  could  not  j^^^*^,  gj,. 
grant  a  proper  dischaige  for  the  debt.  thbrlakd. 

Answered,  that  mobiUa  eequuniur  personam^  and 
the  administration  of  his  personal  estate,  granted  by 
the  proper  authority  in  England  where  he  had  been 
domiciled,  must  be  in  all  places  of  equal  force  as 
a  voluntary  assignment  by  himself;  that  assign- 
ments made  under  commissions  of  bankruptcy  in 
England  had  been  held  a  sufficient  title  to  pursue 
for  and  recover  money  due  to  the  bankrupts  in 
Scotland,  and  the  pursuers,  having  been  duly  ap- 
pointed committees  of  Morrison's  whole  estate 
were  as  much  entitled  to  recover  all  such  estates,  as 
the  assignees  under  a  bankruptcy  would  be. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Eldiies,)  having  vefiorted 
the  case  to  the  Court,  the  pursuers,*  upon  a  petition 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  obtained  leave  to  procure  a 
letter  of  attorney  from  Morrison  himself,  authorising 
them  to  carry  on  the  action ;  by  wfaicb  letter  they 
maintained,  without  abandoning  their  former  argu. 
ment,  that  all  doubts  of  their  title  were  now  removed. 

It  was  answered,  that  Morrison  being  notorious- 
ly a  lunfttic,  as  the  proceedings  respecting  him  in 
England  (which  were  set  forth  in  the  present  sum- 
mons) amply  proved,f  the  power  of  attorney  was  a 
mere  nullity,  and  beh^  executed  by  the  authority 
and  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  more  weight  than  the  commission  pre- 

*  Hating  been  advitad  by  omtuisdl  in  Biie^buid»  tlul  an  idiot's 
^utor  ^ipointcd  in  ScotUmd  cofild  sot,  on  that  tiUe^  maintiin   action 
in  England.— (Elchies.) 

t  Tha  letter  of  attorney  proceeded  on  a  narratlTe  of  his  lunacy^  and 
of  ihe  aoccfls  tobin  giTen  by  orderof  tha  ChanceUor.--*(Ki]k.) 


nso. 
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.  viously  granted ;  and  that  if  such  a  proceeding 
■AYNEs,  &c.  ^^j.^  countenanced,  the  same  method  might  be 
EAEL  OF  8u-  practiscd  to  draw  the  estates  of  all  lunatics  out  of 
THERLAND.  g^Qjjg^Q j^  j^^^  ^^\y  j^j^  En^aud,  but  into  any  other 

country  where  the  lunatic  might  be  confined,  sub- 
ject to  order. 

The  Court  (21  June,  17*9)  found,,  that  "  there 
*^  was  no  sufficient  titie  produced  to  support  this 
^*  action,   and  therefore  sustained  the  defence,'' 
&c. 
Entered  87        The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants : — 1  •  Morrison,  a  do- 
miciled Englishman,  having,  by  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land, been  duly  declared  a  lunatic,  and  the  commit- 
teeship of  his  whole  estates  been  granted  under  the 
Great  Seal  of  Great  Britain,  the  Appellants  have 
thereby  power  to  recover  all  debts  due  to  him,  in 
whatever  place,  and  more  particularly  in  a  country 
governed  by  the  same  royal  authority,  and  included 
under  the  same  name  of  Great  Britain.  Therefinre, 
although  Scotland  still  retains  her  former  laws,  the 
title  of  the  appellants  must  be  held  sufficient  in 
this  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property 
which  was  lent  in  England,  and  ou^Tto  have  Ibeen 
paicl  tBere,l)ut  which  now  can  only  be  su6d  for  in 
the  courts,  and  accofding  to  the  laws  and  forms  of 
that  country  where  the  debtor  resides. 

2.  On  the  supposition  that  tiie  titie  of  the  com* 
missioners  to  pursue  is  defective,  the  objection 
thence  arising  to  the  present  action  is  obviated  by 
the  power  of  attorney,  executed  by^Morrison  j  for 
if  the  commission  and  grant  under  the  Great  Seal 
be  of  no  force  or  evidence  in  Scotland,  the  validity 
of  the  power  of  attorney  cannot,  with  any  consist- 
ency, be  denied.     Morrison  confessedly  has  not 


9. 
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TaJEU«AliI>* 
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been  found  to  be  a  limatic  by  any  judicial  proceed-       it^o. 
ing  in  Scotland^  and  therefore  he  must  be  consider-  baymb*,  && 
ed  as  still  fully  capable  of  granting  such  a  mandate 
for  carrying  on  an  action  in  ScotJand»  and  forgiving 
sufficient  discharges  for^deb^s  du0  to  him  ther^^ 

The  power  of  attorney  does  not  derive  its  au«- 
tbority  from  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chaneellor, 
but  as  the  persons  and  estates  of  lunatics  in  Eng- 
land are  by  law  placed  in  the  custody^  and  under  the 
protection  of  the  Crown  or  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
no  letters  of  attorney  or  other  deed  can  be  taken 
from  the  lunatic,  except  by  order  of  that  Court 
Such  order,  however,  extends  no  further  than  to 
permit  the  deed  in  question  to  be  taken  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  lunatic ;  and  therefore  in  Scotland  the 
letter  must  have  its  full  effect  from  the  act  of  Mor- 
rison himself  as  his  valid  deed,  whether  the  order 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor  be  of  any  force  or  not 

Pleaded Jbr  the  Respondent: — L  The  commis- 
sion granted  by  the  competent  authority  in  Eng- 
land can  have  no  greater  force  in  Scotland  than  a 
parallel  proceeding  in  the  latter  country  would  have 
in  England.  The  bond-debt  in  question  is  the  lu- 
natic's estate  in  Scotland ;  and  he  having  heirs  in 
different  degrees  in  both  parts  of  the  kingdoms, 
where  the  rules  of  succession  ch  intestato  differ 
materially,  it  is  a  matter  of  importance  to  his  heirs 
that  the  law  and  jurisdiction  by  which  his  property 
is  to  be  governed,  be  not  changed*  It  is  said  that 
a  person's  being  found  a  lunatic  in  the  place  of  his 
residence  must  ascertain  his  condition  of  mind  all 
over  the  world ;  but  even  supposing  Morrison  as 
much  a  lunatic  in  Scotland  as  if  found  so  by  an  in- 
quest there,  yet  the  management,  both  of  person 
and  estate,  depending  entirely  on  different  rules. 
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^y^o>  the  guardians  appomted  in  one  part  of  the  king- 
■AVNBs^  See.  dom  cannot  prejudice  those  who  liave  a  right  to  the 
BAHL  ov  so.  office  in  the  other  part* 

TUMMj^m.  g^  There  is  no  inconsistency  in  assuming  the 
fact  of  Morrison's  lunacy,  as  proved  by  the  pro- 
ceedings in  England,  and  yet  denying  the  right  of 
the  English  commissioners  to  sue  for  money  in 
8cotlai<id.  The  letter  of  attorney,  therefore,  being 
the  act  of  a  lunatic,  dm  have  no  legal  validity,  and 
indeed  being  granted  to  the  same  commissioners, 
in  consequence  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  order,  is 
only  a  different  form  ot  attaining  the  same  end  for 
which  their  previous  title  was  insufficient 

The  objection  arises  upon  the  showing  of  the  i^ 
pellants,  who  ground  their  action  upon  the  fact  cf 
his  lunacy,  and  then  produce  a  letter  of  attorney, 
said  to  have  been  executed  by  him.  Their  own 
asserticm  shows  that  their  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained. 

The  proper  way  of  recovering  the  debt  is  very 
obvious.  The  lunacy  may  be  found  in  Scotland, 
■  without  the  person  oFtheTiinaHc  being  removed 
there,  and  a  committee  appomted  who  have  a  right 
to  sue  for  and  manage  his  estate  in  Scotland,  un- 
der the  centred  of  the  Court  there.  At  present, 
the  appellants  cannot  give  the  respondent  a  proper 
discharge  for  the  money,  and  he  might  therefore  be 
obliged  to  pay  the  money  a  second  time,  either  by 
Morrison,  were  he  to  recover,  or,  in  the  event  of 
his  death,  by  those  entitied  to  the  right  of  success 
sion. 
Jntenent,  After  hearing  counsel,  ^  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 
'  «<  judged,  &c.  that  the  said  interlocutor,  whereby 
^*  the  Lords  of  Council  and  Session  found,  *  that 
**  *  there  was  no  sufficient  title  produced  to  carry  on 


#  f 
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<'  *  the  action/  commenced  by  the  appeUants,  and       ^^^ 
*•  therefore,  *  sustained  the  defence,  and  decerned  »a^ne»,  &c- 
**  *  accordingly,'  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed,  eabl  of  «u- 
"  And  it  is  declared,  that  there  is  a  sufficient  title  ^"''*'^^^* 
<*  in  the  appellant,  Creorge  Morrison,  to  carry  on 
**  this  action ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  hereby  ot^sre^ 
'<  that  the  said  action  be  sustained  at  tiie  instance 
"  of  the  said  Geor^  Morrison/*       ^  '  "'^ 


1*     «^'A»<>'< 


For  the  Appellants,  ^.  Hamilton,  K.  JSvans. 
For  the  Respondent,  C  Maitland,  W.  Murray. 


€€ 


^  •  »    ^  r  ««  ^ 


Lord  Elchies  says,  that  ^^  the  Chancellor  thought  the  objections  to     f^      A  ."*     *•  v  :  Y     .  ];,  c- 

the  first  suit  wdl  founded,  and  diat  a  ooinmittee  in  England  oould 
'<  sot  fine  in  Scotland,  bat  that  yet  the  lunatic  mjgjit  sue  in  his  own  ^ 

"  name ;  and  l£at  though  the  first  suit  was  brought  in  name  of  his 
''  committee  as  of  a  lunatic,  which  they  could  not  do  in  Scotland, 
"  yet  when  the  suit  was  afterw«rds  brought  in  the  lunatic's  own  name, 
''  we  eould  take  no  notice  of  his  lunacy  unkss  a  brieve  of  furiosity 
^'  had  issued,  and»  (I  supposed,  he  added),  that  he  had  been  found 
*'  furious;  or  if  we  did  take  notice  of  it,  it  could  only  be  as  a  lunatic 
^*  at  large,  which  could  not  bar  a  suit  in  his  name;  and  Siat  the ,  ^ 
''  union  made  no  diftrence,  for  that  the  law  would  be  the  same  in, 
"  EngUnd.'*  " 


James  Davidson,         -  -  Appellant; 

Captain  Henby  Sinclair,  et  alii,  Bespondents. 

14  February  1750. 

TaiiiSbib.— A  prohibition,  with  initant  and  resolatiTe  dauaes, 
against  altering  the  order  of  suocessbn,  or  contracting  debts,  or 
doii^  any  deed  by  which  the  right  of  succession  may  be 
prejudged  in  any  manner  of  way»  is  ineffectual  to  prevent  a 
sale  of  the  estate. 


[[Elchieq,  voce  Tailzie,  No.  86.    Mot.  Diet  15582.3 

The  entail  of  the  estate  of  Carlourie  contained   No.  87. 
prohibitory,   irritant,   and  resolutive  clauses,  not 
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vrso.       *•  to  alter,  innovate,  or  infiinge  the  foresaid  tailzie 

DAVIDSON    **  or  order  of  succession  therein  appomted,  nor  yet 

«iKCLAii,&c.  "  *^  contract  or  take  on  any  debts  or  sums  of  mo- 

"  ney,  or  grant  any  right  of  wadset,  rights  of  an- 
<*  nuakent,  heritable  or  moveable  bonds,  or  other 

rights  or  security  whatsoever  therefor,  &c.  nor 

do  any  other  fitct  or  deed  that  may  anywise  af- 
^*  feet,  burden,  or  evict  the  lands,  and  others  above 
**  resigned." 

Sinclair,  the  heir  in  possession,  sold  the  lands 
with  absolute  warrandice  to  Davidson,  who,  alleging 
that  the  heir  was  disabled  from  selling  by  the  above 
prohibition,  presented  a  bill  of  ^suspension  of  a 
threatened  charge  for  the  price.  Sinclair,  tliere- 
upon,  brought  an  action  of  declarator  agaiiist  the 
heirs  of  entail,  to  have  it  found  and  declared,  that 
he  had  a  right  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  estate.  A 
counter  declarator  was  raised  by  the  heirs  of  entail, 
to  have  it  found,  that  by  the  sale  in  question,  an 
irritancy  had  been  incurred  under  the  entail. 

These  actions  being  conjoined  by  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  (to  whom  the  suspension  was  like- 
wise remitted,)  it  was  pleaded  for  the  heirs  of 
entail,  that  in  all  settlements,  the  will  of  the 
donor  is  the  governing  rule,  and  as  it  was  the 
evident  intention  of  the  maker  of  the  entail  that 
the  succession  should  go  invariably  to  the  heirs,  and 
in  the  order,  appointed  by  him,  and  as  he  had  pro- 
hibited all  acts  and  deeds  which  might  interrupt 
or  alter  that  course  of  succession,  it  must  import 
a  prohibition  against  sales,  which  would  complete- 
ly defeat  it ;  that  the  intention  of  the  entailer  was 
expressed  in  precise  words,  for  he  prohibits  tlie 
heirs  of  entail  <<  to  alter,  innovate,  or  infringe 
*<  the^said  tailzie  or  order  of  succession,"  or  to  do 

any  other  act  or  deed  that  may  any  ways  aflfect. 


<c 
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•*  burden,  or  evict  the  lands,''  or  "  whereby  the       ^^^^ 
"  right  or  benefit  of  succession  may  be  prejudged    davidsoji 
"  in  any  way ;"  which  words  did  fully  compre-  sinclaie,  &c 
hend  a  prohibition  to  alien  the  estate  in  prejudice 
of  the  heirs  of  entail. 

The  case  being  reported  to  the  Court,  it  was 
found,  (9th  Nov.  17*9,)  "  That  Captain  Henry 
Sinclair,  the  pursuer  and  charger,  is  not  restrain- 
ed from  selling  by  the  entail  in  question,  there 
being  no  clauses  therein  de  nan  alienando,  and 
therefore,  find  that  he  may  sell,  and  decern  in 
**  terms  of  the  declarator  at  his  instance,"  &c. 
The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor.  Entered, 
Pleaded  far  the  Appellant: — It  is  inconsistent  ^*^^-^^'^^**- 
to  suppose  a  settlement,  in  the  form  of  an  entail, 
importing  a  line  of  succession,  with  prohibitory 
clauses  against  contracting  of  debt,  or  altering  the 
order  of  succession,  and  yet  that  any  heir  of  entail 
is  at  the  same  time  at  liberty  to  sell  the  lands  at 
pleasure.  Besides,  the  prohibitory  clauses  are  con- 
ceived in  such  general  and  comprehensive  terms, 
as  not  only  may,  but  in  proper  construction  do  in- 
clude every  act  or  deed  by  which  the  right  of  suc- 
cession might  be  prejudged,  which  would  be  efiec- 
tually  done,  contrary  to  the  plain  intention  of  the 
entailer,  if  a  sale  of  the  estate  be  allowed;  so  that,  if 
these  prohibitions,  expressed  in  these  general  words, 
are  to  have  any  operation,  and  not  to  be  deemed 
superfluous,  they  must  surely  import  a  prohibition 
to  sell,  and  cannot  be  otherwise  explained  by  any 
just  construction. 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespondents  :* — ^Although  the 
act  1685  authorises  entails  with  such  restrictive 
clauses  as  the  entailer  shall  think  fit,  yet  such  re- 
straints and  perpetuity  of  liferents,  being  contrary 
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^^^'      to  the  rules  of  common  law,  and  to  the  natural  use 
DAVIDSON    of  property,  are  never  extended  farther  than  they 
aiNCLAiA.    are  fully  and  clearly  expressed ;  and,  therefore^  if 
an  entail  contains  a  prohibition  to  alter  the  order 
of  succession,  under  an  irritancy,  this  will  strike 
against  all  new  settlements,  but  it  will  not  bar  a 
sale  of  the  estate,   nor  the  charging  it  with  debts^ 
even  although  such  sale  or  incumbrance  will  as  ef- 
fectually exclude  the  order  of  succession  fixed  by 
the  entail,  as  any  new  destination  whatever;  fcx* 
the  law  does  not  allow  restraints  to  be  imposed  by 
implication,  nor  those  expressed  in  the  entail  to  be 
extended  further  than  the  words  strictly  bear.    So 
likewise,  although  it  contain  further  a  clause  pro- 
hibiting the  contraction  of  debt,  whereby  the  estate 
may  be  evicted,  this  will  not  import  a  restraint  up- 
on selling,  although  a  sale  effectually  alters  the 
course  of  succession,  and  is  of  greater  prejudice4o 
the  heirs  of  entail  than  charging  the  estate  with 
debt 

By  parity  of  reason,  although  an  entail  contains 
prohibitions  ;  against  selling,  against  contracting 
debt,  and  altering  the  order  of  succession  under  an 
irritancy,  yet  if  these  be  not  also  fortified  with  pro- 
per resolutive  clauses,  they  will  be  ineffectual 
against  all  such  deeds.  Hence,  although  the  entail 
in  question  contains  prohibitions  to  alter  the  order 
of  succession,  to  contract  debts,  or  grant  securities 
therefor,  it  contains  no  prohibition  to  sell;  and 
therefore,  the  heir  in  possession  is  entitled  to  that 
legal  consequence  of  his  property,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  vested  in  him  by  an  un- 
limited title.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  en- 
tailer's  intention,  if  he  has  not  imposed  this  restraint 
by  express  words,  his  will  can  have  no  effect     In 


CASES  OK  APPEAL  FROK  SCOTLAND.     463 

the  present  case  the  entailer  has  not  used  proper      ^^^o* 
words  to  prohibit  a  sale  or  alienation,  but  on  the    datidson 
contrary,  has  omitted  such  prohibition ;  and  as  he  sinclaie,  &c. 
has  not  used  the  known  technical  words  for  such  a 
prohibition,  but  has  it  omitted  altogether,  it  must 
be  held  that  such  was  his  intention,  and  that  by  the 
entail,  as  well  as  by  the  disposition  of  law,  the  heirs 
should  be  at  liber^  to  sell  the  estate. 

After  hearing  counsel :  "  It  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgment, 
<*  judged,  &c.  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  ^      ' 
**  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  aflSrmed.'^ 

For  Appellant,  C.  York. 

For  Respondents,  W.  Murray. 


The  Honourable  Francis  Charteris  )  ^ ^77    . 

ofAmisfield,        .         .        -         ^Appellant; 

The  Lord  Advocate,        *        -         Respondent. 

22  February  I75O. 

Irritanct.-*-Forf£iturb.— A  conveyed  his  estate  to  the  se- 
cond son  of  B,  and  appointed  trustees^  (three  of  whom  were 
declared  to  be  a  quoram^)  to  direct  his  education.  He  at 
the  same  time  left  a  sum  of  money  to  B's  eldest  son,  on  con- 
dition that  B  did  not  interfere  with  or  hinder  his  trustees  in 
the  management  of  the  second  son.  In  a  claim  for  repetition 
of  the  money  on  the  ground  of  B*s  interference,  it  was  found 
that  the  forfeiture  was  not  incurred^  a  quorum  of  the  trustees 
nefver  having  acfed. 


[Elehies  wee  Tutor,  No.  S2.    Br.  Sup.  r.  772-    Mor.  72S8.2 


Colonel  Chapteris  ofAmisfield  settled  his  estates.  No.  88. 
under  the  form  of  an  entail,  upon  his  grandson,  (the 
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iy^o>      appellant,  the  second  son  of  the  Earl  of  Wemyss, 


cHARTERis  with  thc  buFclen  of  L.  10,000  Sterling,  to  be  paid 
LOU)  upon  his  death  to  Lord  Elcho,  Lord  Wemyss's 
ADVOCATE,  eldest  son ;  which  sum  was  to  be  laid  out  in  pur- 
chasing  preferable  debts  due  by  the  family  of 
Wemyss,  the  rights  thereto  being  taken  in  tiie 
name  of  Lord  Elcho.  He  also  named  tutors  and 
curators  to  the  appellant  and  his  other  heirs  of 
entail,  during  their  respective  minorities.  Of  these 
he  more  particularly  appointed  four,  (three  being  a 
quorum,)  to  have  exclusively  the  full  and  only 
power  to  direct  and  order  the  education,  residence, 
and  travelling  of  his  said  heirs.  *<  And  I  hereby 
expressly  will  and  appoint,  that  neither  James, 
Earl  of  Wemyss,  their  father,  nor  any  of  their 
tutors,  or  any  other  persons  whatsoever,  except 
<*  always  the  persons  above  named  for  that  pur- 
pose, shall  have  any  power  or  voice  in  the  edu- 
cation, residence,  or  travelling  of  my  said  heirs, 
*^  as  aforesaid ;    and  in   case   the    said    Earl   of  j 

Wemyss  do  interfere  and  endeavour  to  hinder 
the  same ;  then,  and  in  that  case,  I  hereby  de- 
^*  clare,  that  the  said  Lord  Elcho,  and  all  other 
"  the  representatives  of  the  family  of  Wemyss, 
<  *  shall  have  no  right  or  title  unto,  nor  any  claim  ^ 

**  or  demand  for  the  sum  of  L.  10,000  which,  in  ij 

**  this  deed,  I  dispone  to  the  said  Lord  Elcho,**  &c. 
"  and  which  disposition  I,  in  the  said  event,  re- 
**  voke,  recall,  and  annull,  and  hereby^  declare, 
*<  that  the  said  sum  shall  remain  with,  appertain, 
"  and  belong  to  my  own  heirs  of  tailzie  aforesaid." 
Colonel  Charteris  died,  leaving  the  appeUant  in 
minority  ;  and  the  money  being  paid  by  his  tutors 
and  curators,  (part  of  it  upon  a  decreet  of  the 
Court  of  Session,)  and  applied  in  discharging  debts 
due  by  the  family,  the  earl  granted,  in  corrobora- 
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tion,  an  heritable  bond  for  L.  10,000,  upon  which       ^^^- 
Lord  Elcho  was  infeft.  chartbris 

None  of  the  tutors  and  curators  named  by  Col- 
onel Charteris  accepted  the  office,  except  the  Earl 
of  Islay,  by  whom,  with  the  authority  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,  certain  measures  were  ta- 
ken for  the  care  and  education  of  the  appellant,  in 
terms  of  the  settlement. 

Lord  Elcho,  engaging  in  the  rebellion,  was  at- 
tainted of  high  treason ;  and  the  appellant  having, 
within  four  years  after  his  msgority,  revoked  the 
above  payment  and  raised  a  reduction  thereof,  he 
entered  a  claim  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  a 
creditor  upon  the  confiscated  estate,  for  the  sum 
of  L.10,000,  with  interest,  on  the  ground  of  a 
breach  of  the  above  condition  in  the  deed  of  set- 
tlement having  been  committed,  inasmuch  as  the 
Earl  of  Wemyss  had,  contrary  to  the  prohibition, 
directly  and  indirectly  interposed  in  the  ordering 
of  his  education,  residence,  and  travelling. 

Answered: — Upon  the  relevancy  of  the  claim, 
1.  That  although  the  interference  of  the  Earl,  by 
virtue  of  his  parental  authority,  with  directions  for 
the  management  of  the  claimant  given  by  the  cu- 
rators, might  have  afforded  a  good  defence  against 
payment  of  the  L.10,000;  yet  after  it  had  been 
paid,  and  an  heritable  security  granted  for  it  to 
Lord  Elcho,  such  interference  could  not  authorize 
an  action  of  repetition,,  because  the  settlement  pro- 
vides, in  such  case,  only  against  payment  of  the 
money,  (by  saying,  that  it  shall  <  remain'  with  the 
heir)  but  not  for  the  return  of  it,  when  once  paid. 
In  point  of  fact,  the  curators  never  acted,  or  gave 
any.  directions  about  the  claimant's  education. 
S.  That  whatever  remedy  the  claimant  might  have^ 
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1750.  against  his  guardians  who  paid  the  money,  or 
cHABTXAia  against  the  Earl  of  Wemyss  who  received  it,  the 
LOfcDASYo-  action  was  not  competent,  in  the  first  instance, 
against  Lord  Elcho.  3.  That,  supposing  action 
could  have  lain  at  the  claimant's  instance  against 
Lord  Elcho,  yet,  not  having  been  raised  or  a  de* 
clarator  of  imtancy  obtained  before  the  forfeiture, 
it  could  not  now  be  brought  against  the  crown. 

A  condescendence  was  ordered,  and  thereafter, 
(22d  December  1748)  before  answer,  a  conjunct 
proof  was  allowed  relative  to  the  alleged  interfer- 
ence of  the  Earl ;    which  having  been  reported, 
the  Court,  (5th  July  1749)  ^'  having  again  advised 
^<  the  claim,  with  the  answers  and  dbjections  there- 
'^  to^  and  having  also  considered  the  proof  adduced 
by  the  claimant  in  support  of  his  claim,  and  de- 
bate, they  dismiss  the  said  claim,  and  decern 
*•  accordingly.*' 
Entered,  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 

Dec.  IS,  1749.  ^f  ^^^  gg ^  December  1748,  and  the  5th,  14th,  and 

18th  July  1749. 

Pleaded /or  the  Appellant: — The  condition  is 
not  only  lawful,  but  founded  on  the  most  laudable 
motives ;  and  being  annexed  to  a  pure  gift,  ought 
to  be  most  liberally  construed  so  as  to  effect  the 
granter's  purpose,  and  prevent  the  contemplated 
mischief.  From  the  whole  deed  it  was  evident^ 
his  purpose,  in  charging  his  estate  in  favour  of  Lord 
Elcho,  to  purchase  from  Lord  Wemyss  the  right  of 
guardianship,  which  he  could  not  otherwise  be  de- 
prived of. 

If  the  condition  be  lawful,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  it  has  been  broken  by  the  Earl,  either  by 
an  avowed  exertion  of  his  parental  authority,  or  in 
any  other  manner ;  and  that  it  has  been,  is  fiilly  es- 
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tablished  by  the  proof.     It  was  the  plain  intentioD 

of  the  granter  to  prevent  wy  interposition  at  all  >   <?«aa»uiiu 

he  has  used  the  most  distinct  words  to  show  th^t  lohii  iiDvo- 

intention»  and  an  actual  hindrance  and  interposition 

has  taken  place. 

The  payment  of  the  money  cannot  alter  the  nar 
ture  of  the  case,  the  condition  being  clearly  reso- 
lutive or  subsequent ;  for  the  payment  is  directed 
to  be  made  immediately  afler  the  granter's  death ; 
the  money  is  to  be  invested  in  a  permanent  fund> 
over  which  the  condition  might  always  operate  i 
the  condition  respects  not  only  thi^  tninority,  but 
the  minority  of  the  other  heirs ;  and  thp  words  U3ed 
in  various  parts  of  the  doed  ^hpw,  that  when  the 
assignment  was  madfi  to  Lord  l^lchoi  the  trust  fo)^ 
lowed  it  from  the  original  settlement,  and  the  mo- 
ney was  as  muqh  sul:(}6ct  to  the  qonditions  in  bis 
hands,  as  it  would  have  bo9n  in  ca3e  the  debts  bad 
been  assigned  to  trustees  for  that  purpose. 

If  the  appellant  has  a  right  to  this  money,  as 
against  Lord  Eicho,  the  attainder  and  vesting  of 
his  estate  in  the  crown  cannot  put  the  appellant  in 
a  worse  condition  than  belbre ;  nor  can  the  crown 
have  a  better  right  than  Ix)rd  Elcho  had ;  the  plain 
intent  of  the  act  being  to  preserve  all  right  and 
claims  upon  confiscated  e^tes  competent  before 
the  attainder  to  tliird  parties. 

As  to  the  objection,  that  the  condition  is  annex* 
ed  to  the  acceptance  of  the  trust  by  at  least  tliree 
of  the  trustees  named  in  the  deed,  it  is  answered^ 
that  the  condition  is  in  itself  substantive  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  appointment  of  trustees,  and  abso- 
lutely prohibits  any  interposition  by  Lord  Wemyss. 
But  even  supposing  it  to  be  annexed  to  the  peiibr- 
mance  of  the  trust,  yet  it  is  plain  that,  notwith- 
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»  standing  the  appointment  of  a  quorum  of  three,  any 
cHA»TE»i8  ^j^  trustee  had  a  right  to  act,  so  as  to  give  eflfect 
xoED  ADvo-  to  the  condition  in  terms  whereof  no  one  was  to  act 
except  the  persons  named ;  and  therefore,  whiieany 
one  named  would  act,  the  prohibition  was  absolute. 
Moreover,  the  appointment  of  a  tutor  by  Lord  Islay, 
with  authority  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  was  an 
execution  of  the  trust,  fully  answering  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Colonel,  and  preventing  any  devolution 
of  the  power  upon  the  Earl  of  Wemyss ;  and  con- 
sequently made  his  interference  an  express  breach 
of  the  condition. 

.  Pleaded Jbr  the  Respondent : — By  the  clause  in 
question,  the  forfeiture  of  the  L.10,000  is  put  sing- 
ly upon  the  Earl  of  Wemyss*  interposing  his  autho- 
rity to  take  the  appellant's  education  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  nominees,  and  control  their  directions. 

In  fa^t,  the  Earl  never  did  break  the  condition. 

As  the-  case  happened,  it  was  absolutely  impossi- 
ble that  he  could  break  the  condition, — the  power 
being  given  to  any  three  of  the  nominees ;  and  that 
quorum  never  having  acted,  or  given  any  direc- 
tions  at  all,  the  Earl  could  not  intei^pose  to  prevent 
or  hinder  them ;  and  the  clause  of  forfeiture  is  plain- 
ly applicable  only  to  the  case  of  a  quorum  taking 
upon  them  to  manage  the  appeUant's  education. 

By  payment  of  the  money  and  acquiescing  un- 
der that  payment  till  Lord  Elcho's  attainder,  all 
concerned  have  given  the  strongest  proof  that  they 
were  satisfied  the  condition  had  not  been  broken. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  counsel,  '^  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
'  '  '*  judged,  &c.  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
«*  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  Cha.  MaiUand^  Paul  JodreU. 
For  Respondent,  2>.  Ryder^  W.  Murray. 
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Julia  Hog,  and  Others,        -        -    Appellants. 

JoHK  Hog  of  Cammo,  and  Mar-)  Sesp<mdents. 
GABET,  his  Daughter,      -        -     )        ^ 

27  March  1750. 

Benbficium  CoMPETENTiiB. — Circomstances  under  which  he* 
neficium  competentuE  refused  to  a  grandfather  in  a  question 
with  his  grandchildren,  claiming  under  their  fiather's  marriage 
contract.    (Judgment  in  absence.) 


HOGS 

V. 
BOGS. 


[Elchies,  A.  /.  No.  S Mor.  4862  and  1590.] 


John  Hog,  senior,  in  the  marriage  contract  of  his  No.  89« 
son  John,  settled  a  jointure  of  L.150  upon  the  wife, 
and  conveyed  his  lands  of  Ladykirk  and  Cammo, 
with  other  heritable  and  personal  property,  (speci- 
fied in  a  rental  and  valuation  under  his  own  hand) 
under  the  burden  of  his  own  debts,  in  favour  of  his 
said  son  and  the  heirs-male  of  the  marriage ;  re- 
serving to  himself  a  certain  liferent  annuity,  and 
under  the  burden  of  L.IOOO  to  his  younger  chil- 
dren, in  terms  of  a  bond  of  provision  granted  of 
the  same  date.  By  the  contract,  John,  (the  son) 
obliged  himself  and  his  heirs,  in  the  event  of  there 
being  no  son  of  the  marriage,  and  of  there  being 
three  or  more  daughters,  to  pay  to  them  the  sum 
L.;^00,  to  be  divided  as  he  should  think  fit. 

The  marriage  was  dissolved  by  the  death  of  the 
husband,  leaving  issue  four  daughters,  the  appel- 
lants ;  but  before  this  time,  it  had  been  ascertain* 
ed,  that  the  representation  made  by  Mr.  Hog,  se- 
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^^0.  nior,  of  the  amount  of  his  estate  had  been  extreme- 
HOGs  ly  erroneous,  the  funds  being  considerably  less,  and 
feJbi.  the  debts  greater  than  he  had  stated  them  to  be. 
Mr.  Hog,  younger,  had,  in  consequence,  befen  ob- 
liged to  sell  the  bulk  of  the  estate,  so  that  at  his 
death  the  only  funds  remaining  wete,  Jirst^  sdme 
small  heritable  subjects,  the  rents  of  which  were 
insufficient  to  pay  the  widow's  annuity  of  K150 ; 
Mr.  Hog,  senior,  was  infeft  in  these  subjects  in  an 
annuity  of  L.90,  instead  of  his  reserved  liferent  in 
the  lands  ^hich  ^ere  sold )  but  it  was  admitted 
that  the  widow's  jointure  was  preferable  to  this. 
Secondly  J  the  sum  of  L.IOOO,  being  the  balance 
still  due  by  the  purchaser  of  Cammo,  and  which 
was  burdened  with  the  provision  made  to  the 
younger  children  of  Mr.  Hog,  senior. 

.  In  these  circumstances  th^  tutors  of  the  appel- 
lants^  being  adyisdd  that  their  claim  under  their 
mother's  marrislge  contract  for  the  provision  of 
iL.2600  was  preferable  to  the  interests  of  Mr.  Hog, 
lenior,  and  6f  bit  children  under  th6  voluntary  set- 
tleknent  mftdd  by  him  in  th^ir  favour^  adjudged  the 
remainder  <^  their  father's  pz'operty;  and  thereafter 
brought  an  action  of  reduction  and  declarator 
against  Mr.  Hog,  senior^  arid  his  younger  children, 
fol"  declaring  them  preferable  to  the  reserved  an- 
nuity and  bond  of  provision,  and  for  setting  the 
same  aside,  in  so  far  as  their  interests  were  affected 
by  them.  In  support  of  this  action,  it  was  urged, 
that  as  Mr.  Hog's  estate  had  turned  out  totally  un- 
equal to  itaeet  what  he  represented  and  undertook 
it  to  be  sufficient  for,  the  loss  arising  from  such  de- 
ficiency ought  not  to  fall  upon  the  innocent  parties 
with  or  for  whom  he  contracted,  but  ought  to  be 
deducted  from  the  stipulations  which  he  made  in 
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his  own  &vour;   viz.  his  own  annuity,  and  thp  ^    jt^- 
revocable  bond  to  his  younger  children.  ^°®* 

Upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Drummore,  Ordi-  Hoof. 
nary,  the  Court  (1  Dec.  17*8,)  "  found  the  provi- 
**  sions  in  the  contract  of  marriage  in  favour  of  the 
**  daughters  of  this  marriage,  are  preferable  to  the 
"  reserved  liferent  of  the  defender,  and  to  the  pro- 
"  visions  to  his  younger  children ;  reserving  to  the 
"  defender  to  be  heard  how  far  he  is  entitled  to 
*^  plead  the  benqfkium  eompetentue^  and  remitted 
**  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties  thereon." 

A  reclaiming  petition  being  presented  for  the  de- 
fender, and  for  Margaret,  (the  only  survivor  of  the 
three  children  in  whose  favour  he  had  graiited  the 
bond  of  L.1000,  and  to  whom  he  had  provided  in 
lieu  thereof  the  interest  of  3000  merks  Scots,)  the 
Court  (12  July  1749)  "  adhered  to  their  former 
**  interlocutor,  reserving  to  the  said  Margaret  Hog 
<«  to  be  heard  upon  her  claim  for  the  interest  of 
••  the  3000  merks  after  her  father's  death,''  &c. 

The  parties  having  been  heard  upon  these  points, 
the  Court,  on  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
(^  July  17490  found  '<  the  defender  entitled  in 
<<  this  case  to  the  beneficium  competeniuBf  to  the 
^^  extent  of  a  necessary  aliment,  which  they  modi- 
<<  fy  to  the  sum  of  L.80  Sterling  for  himself,  and 
**  during  his  life ;  and  L.100  Scots  money  for  his 
<*  daughter  Margaret,  payable  to  the  defender  du- 
*^  ring  his  and  her  joint  lives,  and  to  herself  after 
^*  his  decease  during  her  Ufe ;  and  find  the  same  is 
'<  to  take  place  from  Martinmas  1744,  and  remit 
<<  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties  as  to  the 
**  manner  of  making  the  said  aliibents  effectual/' 
And  they  adhered,  (1  Dec.) 

Thereafter  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (16  Dec,  1749,) 
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^^^'      found  "  the  said  John  Hog  preferable  to  the  pur- 
Hoot      «  suers,  in  virtue  of  his  liferent  infeftment  on  the 
noQs.      ^'  aforesaid  houses  in  Edinburgh,  to  the  extent  of 
"  the  said  sum  of  L.SO  Sterling  of  aliment  yearly, 
commencing  from  Martinmas  1744  during  his 
lifetime  ;  and  finds  the  said  Margaret  Hog  also 
^*  preferable  to  the  pursuers  to  the  extent  of  the 
**  said  L.100  Scots,  in  virtue  of  the  bond  of  provi* 
^^sion  from  her  father  in  favour  of  her  and  his 
other  younger  children,  upon  the  principal  sum 
of  L.IOOO  Sterling  and  annualrents  thereof,  in 
Watson  of  Saughton's  bond,  also  commencing 
from  Martinmas  1744  during  her  life,  and  de- 
"  cerns,  &c.** 
Entered,  The  appeal  was  brought  from  part  of  the  inter- 

19  Dec  1749 

and  0  March'  locutors  of  1  December  1748 ;  part  of  that  of  12 
^^*^-  July  1749,  and  from  those  of  25  July,  1  and  I6 

December  1749. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants : — They  are  onerous 
creditors  under  their  mother's  marriage  contract 
for  the  provision  of  L.2500 ;  and  as  such  clearly 
preferable  to  any  interest  reserved  to  Mr.  Hog,  se- 
nior, and  to  the  gratuitous  and  revocable  bond  in 
favour  of  his  daughter. 

There  are  not  in  this  case  termini  habiles  for  the 
beneficium  competeniia.  The  appellants  are  not 
making  any  claim  against  either  of  the  defenders,  or 
against  any  estate  belonging  to  them.  As  creditors 
upon  their  father's  estate,  they  have  attached  the 
small  residue  of  it,  and  upon  that  title  dispute  their 
preference  with  the  defenders  claiming  against  it 

The  beneficium  campetenOa  is  founded  upon  the 
supposed  natural  obligation  of  that  party  against 
whom  it  is  pleaded  to  aliment  the  other  party  who 
daims  it ;  so  that  wherever  there  lies  any  relevant 
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defence  against  the  claim  of  aliment,  the  same  mudt  *75o, 
ajbrtiori  exclude  the  ben^cium  competeniuB.  In  boos 
the^r^^  place,  the  appellants  cannot  be  obliged  by  boos. 
any  law  in  the  world  to  aliment  the  defenders,  be- 
cause they  have  not  a  sufficiency  wherewith  to  ali- 
ment themselves.  In  the  second  place,  they  are 
not  primarily  liable  to  aliment  either  of  them.  Mr. 
Hog  has  two  sons  in  opulent  circumstances,  who, 
as  in  duty  bound,  do  regularly  furnish  such  supplies 
as  are  necessary  for  his  own  and  his  daughter  Mar- 
garet's support;  and  while  they  live  and  discharge 
this  obligation,  the  respondents  can  have  no  claim 
of  aliment  against  the  appellants.  At  all  events, 
such  a  claim  never  can  be  competent  to  Margaret, 
who  does  not  stand  in  such  a  degree  of  relation- 
ship as  to  afford  any  ground  for  it. 

'*  No  counsel  appearing  for  the  req>ondent8,  and 
^*  the  appellants*  counsel  having  fully  stated  the 
<<  case  and  facts,  and  having  prayed  a  reversal ;" 

**  It  is  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c.  that  that  part  of  Judgment, 
'^interlocutor  of  the  1  December  17*8,  reserving  1750" 
to  the  defender  to  be  heard  ho^ir  far  he  is  entitled 
to  plead  the  beneficium  competentue,  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  reversed ;  and  th^  that  part  of 
the  said  interlocutor  of  the  12  of  July  last,  re- 
serving to  the  petitioner,  Margaret  Hog,  to  be 
*<  heard  upon  her  claim  for  tlie  interest  of  the  3000 
**  merks  after  her  father's  death  be  also  reversed ; 
and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the 
said  interlocutor  of  the  25  July,  and  1  December 
**  1749»  be,  and  are  hereby  likewise  reversed ;  and 
^*  it  is  also  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  so  much 
<<  of  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  I6  of  the  same  De« 
"  cember,  whereby  the  Lord  Ordinary  found  the 
"  said  John  Hog  preferable  to  the  pursuers,  in  vir- 
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^^^'      "  tue  of  his  liferent  infeftoient  on  the  aforesaid 
Hoos       «  bouses  in  Edinburgh,  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  of 
BOOB.      *^  L.30  Sterling  of  aliment  yearly,  cbmmencing 
**  from  Martinmas  17^»  during  his  lifetime ;  and 
^*  found  the  said  Margaret  Hog  also  pref(^rable  to 
the  said  pursuers  to  the  extent  of  the  said  L.100 
Scots,  in  virtue  of  the  bond  of  provision  from  her 
''  father,  in  favour  of  her  and  his  other  younger 
*<  children,  upon  the  principal  sum  of  L.  1000  Ster- 
ling, and  annualrents  thereof,  in  Watson  of  Saugh- 
ton's  bond,  also  commencing  from  Martinmas 
'*  1744  during  her  lifetime,  and  decerned  in  the 
^^said  prefbrence,  and  assoilzied  the  defendants 
.^'  from  the  reductions,  in  so  far  as  concerned  the 
**  aforesaid  liferents,  be»  and  the  same  is  hereby 
*^  also  reversed ;  but  without  prejudice  to  any  re- 
**  medy  the  said  respondent,  Margaret  Hog;  may 
*<  be  entitled  to,  in  respect  of  any  claim  she  may 
^*  have  to  the  annualrent  or  interest  of  SOOO  merks, 
<*  under  the  marriage-agrei^ment,  and  bond  of  pro- 
'*  vision  in  the  appeal  mentioned,  after  thb  death 
*<  of  the  said  John  Hog,  her  father/' 

For  Appellants,  Alex.  Lockhart. 

This  case  is  founded  on  by  Bankton^  (1. 9*  $  8*)  without  notice 
of  the  reversal.  • 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  47^ 

l^RESBYTERY  of  DuNSE,        -        -      Appellants.     mo. 

John  Hay  of  Belton,  Esq.        .  Respondent. 


28  March  I75O. 

Patbonaob.— Pbocbss.— A  presbytery  having  moderated  a  call 
to  present  to  a  vacant  charge  tanquam  jure  devotuto ;  the 
patron  raised  a  declarator  to  have  it  found  that  he  was  the 
nndottbted  patron,  and  that  he  had  presedted  d€hUo  tempore  a 
qaaljfied  person.  The  Court  of  Session  sustained  the  action 
as  competent,  and  decerned  in  the  declarator.  Reversed,  on 
the  ground  that  the  Lord  Advocate  ought  to  have  been  made 
a  party,— reserving  all  objections  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Session  in  the  cause. 


OF  BUNSB 
V. 
HAY.  . 


tFalc.  Mor.  9911.    Slip.  V.  76S.3 


The  parish  of  Dunse  being  vacaoti  a  presentation  No.  90. 
in  favour  of  Mr.  Adam  Dickson  was  granted  by 
Mr.  Hay  of  Belt^n^  as  patron.  An  objection  to 
the  validity  of  the  presentation  was  raised  in  the 
presbytery,  on  the  grounds,  firsts  in  respect  that 
the  right  of  patronage  of  the  parish  was  not  truly 
and  bona  fide  vested  in  Belton  ;  on  the  contrary, 
that  Hay  of  Drummelzier  was  in  reality  the  patron, 
but  h^ng  unwilling  to  qualify  himself  for  the  valid 
exercise  of  the  right,  by  taking  the  prescribed 
oaths  to  government,  he  had  executed  a  simulate 
and  trust  conveyance  to  Belton,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  evading  the  law :  and,  secondly^  in  respeot 
that  the  presentee  had  not  qualified  by  taking  the 
necessary  oaths,  until  after  he  had  obtained  his 
licence  to  preach,  contrary  to  the  express  provi- 
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jy^Q'  sions  of  the  statute  (5  Geo.  I.)  Upon  these  grounds 
the  presbytery  refused  to  admit  Mr.  Dickson  to 
V.  the  church,  and  Appointed  a  moderation  and  a  call 
for  supplying  the  vacancy,  Jure  devoluto.  Belton 
appealed  to  the  synod,  whence  the  matter  was  car- 
ried by  a  reference  before  the  General  Assembly, 
who,  after  hearing  the  cause  at  the  bar,  16  May 
1748,  appointed  the  presbytery  to  moderate  a  call 
to  Mr.  Dickson. 

In  the  mean  time,  and  while  the  matter  was  still 
before  the  church  courts,  Belton  brought  an  action 
of  declarator  in  the  Court  of  Session  against  the 
members  of  the  presbytery,  (appellants,)  calling  for 
production  of  his,  the  pursuer's  titles,  and  of  the 
presentation  which  were  in  their  custody;  and 
concluding  to  have  it  found,  that  he  was  undoubt- 
ed patron  of  the  parish,  and  had  a  good  right  to 
present  a  qualified  person ;  that  Mr.  Dickson  was 
duly  and  timeously  presented  by  him,  was  quali- 
fied, and  did  accept  the  presentation,  &c. 

In  defence  it  was  pleaded,  (besides  the  above  ob- 
jections to  the  qualifications  of  the  respondent  and 
his  presentee,)  that  the  proper  parties  to  a  declarator 
of  patronage  were  not  called,  particularly  Drummel- 
zier  and  the  other  heritors  of  the  parish ;  that  the 
effect  of  the  process  was  to  bring  under  review  of  a 
civil  court  the  proceedings  of  a  court  ecclesiastical, 
in  matters  belonging  exclusively  to  its  cognizance, 
which  in  various  points  of  view  was  irregular  and 
incompetent.  The  Lord  Ordinary  having  advised 
with  the  Court,  (15  February  1749,)  "  repelled 
"  the  objections  made  both  to  the  pursuer's  right, 
"  and  to  the  person  by  him  presented,  on  account 
"  of  his  not  having  taken  the  oaths  before  his  first 
"  licence  in  respect  of  the  answers  j  and  found 
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•*  that  the  pursuer  had  in  passessario  sufficient       ^^^o- 


"  right  to  present,  and  that  tlie  right  has  not  fallen  fresbyteey 
"  to  the  presbytery  tanquamjure  devoluto.**    The         il!""* 
Court  adhered,  (25  February  1749.)  "^'*' 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors  Entered, 
of  the  28  and  31  January,  and  15  and  25  Februaiy  ^  ^^"^  ^^^' 

1749. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants: — 1  •  The  examination 
and  admission  of  ministers  to  benefices  in  Scodand, 
is  vested  in  the  church  courts  alone ;  and  no  courts 
of  civil  jurisdiction  can  interfere  to  control  their 
determinations.  Although  a  declarator  of  the  right 
of  patronage,  as  an  action  for  a  civil  right,  is  com- 
petent before  the  Court  of  Session  j  yet  the  pre- 
sent action  cannot  be  considered  as  such,  because 
the  manifest  intent  of  it  is  to  review  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  presbytery,  to  declare  the  presentee 
duly  qualified,  and  to  compel  the  church  judical 
tory  to  admit  him.  The  presbytery  are  alone 
made  parties,  whereas  in  a  declarator  of  the  civil 
right  of  patronage,  the  crown  and  the  heritors  are 
the  proper  parties,  and  not  the  church  judicatory, 
which  is  to  determine  on  the  propriety  of  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  right,  in  whomsoever  it  is  vested. 

2.  Neither  Drummelzier,  who  was  truly  the  pa- 
tron, nor  the  presentee,  were  duly  qualified. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — It  is  competent 
to  bring  a  declarator  of  right  against  any  party  who 
contests,  or  threatens  to  contest  the  same.  In  the 
present  case  the  respondent's  object  was  to  prevent 
the  appellants,  or  even  the  superior  ecclesiastical 
judicatories,  from  taking  upon  themselves,  on  a 
mistaken  understanding  of  the  point  of  right;  to 
confer  the  benefice  on  any  other  person  than  his 
presentee. 
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^^^'  The  interlocutors  complained  of  in  no  way  deny 


u 
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riESBYTERT  that  thc  cxamination  and  admission  of  ministers 
V.         belong  to  the  church  courts.     They  have  only  de- 
"^^'       clared  that  the  civil  or  patrimonial  right  of  pre- 
senting belongs  to  the  respondent  and  not  to  the 
appellants  j  after  wliich  it  may  still  be  true  that 
the  examination  and  admission  of  his  presentee 
will  be  in  the  judgment  of  the  ecclesiastical  judi- 
catories  in  their  proper  order. 
Judgment,  "  The  appellants*  counsel  being  directed  to  ap- 

1750."^        **  ply  themselves  particularly  with  respect  to  pro- 
per parties  in  this  cause  j  the  counsel  on  both 
sides  were  heard  thereupon.    And  due  consider- 
ation being  had  of  what  was  offered  on  either 
**  side  in  this  cause  ; 

It  is  declared,  &c.  that  his  majesty's  advocate 
for  Scotland  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to 
*^  the  action  of  declarator  brought  in  this  cause ; 
"  and  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the 
several  interlocutors  complained  of  in  the  said 
petition  of  appeal  be  reversed  :  And  it  is  hereby 
further  ordered,  that  the  respondent  do  make  his 
majesty's  advocate  a  party  defender  in  this  pro- 
cess ;  and  also  be  at  liberty  to  bring  such  other 
parties  before  the  Court  as  he  shall  be  advised ; 
but  this  order  to  be  without  prejudice  to  any  ex- 
ception or  objection  which  may  properly  be  taken 
or  made  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
**  sion,  touching  any  of  the  matters  in  question  in 
"  this  cause." 

For  Appellants,  W.  Murray^  A.  Hume  Camp^ 
bell. 

For  Respondent,  And.  Pringle^  C  Yorke. 

This  reversal  is  not  noticed  in  the  reports  of  the  case. 
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Anthony  Sawyer,   -        -        -         Appellant;         \m. 
Earl  of  March  and  RuGLEN,        -      Respondent.   ""bawyeiT 


V. 
EARL  or 


2  April  1750.  MARCH. 

Pkoop. — W1TNB8S. — An  instrumentary  witness  admitted  cum 
noia  to  prove  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  although  he  was  agent 
in  the  cause  for  the  party  proposing  to  adduca  hiou 

Appbal. — A  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  refusing  to  exa<* 
mine  the  appellant's  agent  in  the  cause,  being  reversed ;  and 
it  being  stated  by  the  respondent,  that  by  another  interlocu- 
tor, (not  appealed  from),  a  similar  objection  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  his  agent  had  been  sustained ;  the  House  of  Lords 
authorised  him  to  present  a  petition  against  that  interlocvtor, 
although  the  reclaiming  days  had  then  expired. 


CPalc.  Kilk.  ElcLies,  voce  Witness,  No.  29-    Mor.  16767.3 


The  Countess  of  Riiglen,  by  deed  of  assignation,  No.  91. 
in  January  I?*?*  conveyed  an  heritable  bond  to 
her  husband,  (the  appellant.)  Upon  her  death,  a 
competition  regarding  it  arose  between  him  and 
her  son,  the  Earl  of  March  and  Ruglen,  in  which 
the  question  came  to  be,  whether  or  not  the  deed 
of  assignation  in  the  appellant's  favour  had  been  de- 
livered. 

In  order  to  prove  the  delivery,  the  appellant  ad- 
duced  John  Ritchie,  W.  S.  one  of  the  instrumen- 
tary witnesses  to  the  deed.  It  was  objected  to  his 
competency  as  a  witness,  that  he  was  the  appellant's 
agent  in  the  cause,  had  given  partial  counsel,  and 
had  been  present  at  consultations  upon  the  very 
point  at  issue ;— ^that  although  he  was  a  necessary 
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^^^Q'  witness  to  prove  the  execution,  yet  the  ddiveiy 
was  no  part  of  the  execution,  but  could  easily  be 
established  by  other  unobjectionable  witnesses,  if 
the  deed  had  really  been  in  the  appellant's  posses- 
sion. 

It  was  answered,  that  whatever  effect  this  objec- 
tion might  have  upon  the  credibility  of  the  witness, 
it  could  not  affect  his  competency ;  that  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  deed  having  taken  place  at 
the  same  time,  there  were,  and  could  have  been,  no 
other  witnesses  present  but  the  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses, and  if  the  appellant's  agent  be  admitted  to 
be  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  granter's  sub- 
scription, he  must  be  equally  so  for  proving  the  de- 
livery, which  was  in  effect  a  part  of  the  execution 
of  the  deed. 

The  Court,  upon  the  report  of  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary, (Nov.  21,  1749,)  "  sustained  the  objectiott 
**  against  John  Dickie,  and  found  that  he  could 
"  not  be  received  as  a  witness  in  this  cause,"  &c. 
Entered  The  appeal  was  brov'ght  from  part  of  the  inter- 

Feb.  1, 1750.  locutor  of  21st  November  I749. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — The  objection  to 
Mr.  Dickie,  of  his  being  agent  in  the  cause,  cannot 
affect  his  competency ;  how  far  it  may  afiect  his 
credibility  will  be  a  matter  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  The  deed  was  subscribed  and  deliver- 
ed at  one  and  the  same  time.  Mn  Dickie  was  a 
witness,  and  a  very  proper  one,  to  this  transaction^ 
being  the  granter^s  ordinary  agent,  and  the  writer 
of  the  deed.  He  is  admitted  to  be  a  good  witness 
for  proving  the  subscription,  and  why  .he  should 
not  be  equally  good  for  proving  the  delivery  made 
at  the  very  time  of  subscribing,  it  is  impossible  to 
find  out    Of  both  these  acts  he  was  equally  wit« 
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ness,  and  no  sound  reason  can  be  i^ssigned  for  dis*       ^^'^^- 
qualif3dng  him  to  testify  the  one,  when  he  is  a    sawykr* 
necessary  evidence  for  proving  the  other. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent: — !•  By  the  esta- 
blished rules  of  law,  no  witness  can  be  examined  in 
a  cause,  who  is  employed  in  the  suit  by  the  party 
who  produces  him.  Every  witness  examined  in  a 
civil  cause,  must  clear  himself  by  oath  of  partial 
counsel,  and  it  is  here  admitted  by  the  appellant 
that  Dickie  is  his  agent  in  this  very  cause. 

2.  Ronald  Crawford,  clerk  to  the  signet,  was  pro« 
ducedas  a  witnessfor  the  respondent  The  appellant 
objected  to  bis  competency,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  agent  for  the  respondent  in  the  cause ;  and  the 
fact  being  admitted^  Mr.  Crawford  was  rejected  by 
an  interlocutor  of  the  13th  December  1749,  find- 
ing that  he  could  not  be  received  as  a  witness  for 
the  respondent  J  and,  therefore,  the  nile  of  law  and 
justice  quod  quisque  juris  in  alteram  statuerit,  ut 
ipse  eodefnjure  utatur^  ought  to  take  place. 

After  hearing  counsel,  "  it  is  ordered  and  ad-  Judgraent, 
"judged,  &c.  that  so  much  of  the  interlocutor  of ^^^"^  ^^^• 
"21st  November  1749»  whereby  the  objection 
"  against  John  Dickie  is  sustained,  and  it  is  found 
"  that  he  could  not  be  received  as  a  witness  in  this 
"  cause,  and  also  so  much  of  the  subsequent  in- 
"  terlocutor  as  adheres  thereto,  be  reversed ;  and 
"  that  the  said  John  Dickie  be  received  and  exa- 
••  mined  as  a  witness  in  this  cause,  cum  nota :  And 
it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  respondent  be  at 
liberty  to  apply  by  petition  to  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, against  an  interlocutor  pronounced  on  the 
13th  December  last,  whereby  the  said  Court 
"  sustained  an  objection  against  the  competency  of 
"  Ronald  Crawford,  who  was  produced  as  a  wit- 
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^'  ness  for  the  respondent,  in  this  cause,  notwith- 
'<  standing  the  strict  time  limited  for  reclaiming 
«  against  the  interlocutOTi  is  expired.*** 

Fcr  Appdiant,  Alejc.  Lockhart^  A  Forrester. 
For  Respondent,   W.  MMrrmf^  A.  Hume  Camp- 
beU. 


The  Lord  Advocate,       -        -        Appellant: 
Alexander,  Lotto  Forbes  of  ^t-'J  p.  ^^ir- 


SLIGO, 


1  February  1751. 


FaXiSA  DsiiOK8i«ATiOi^--FomFMrrinu.p-*-Alezaiider9Lord  For- 
bes of  PJtaligo^  fonnd  by  the  Court  of  Sesnoa  to  be  not  at<* 
tainted  by  the  attainder  of  ''Alexander^  Lord  Pitaligo.'* 
Judgment  Reversed. 


[[Elchies,  voce  Forfefture^  No.  9  and  10.^ 

■  >   I ■ 

No.  92*  Alexander  Forbes  of  Pitsligo,  was  by  letters 
under  the  Great  Seal,  in  1663,  created  a  baron  of 
Scotland^  by  the  title  of  Lord  Forbes  of  Pitsligo. 
In  1690,  the  peerage  devolved  upon  his  great- 
grandson,  the  respondent  The  estate,  in  the 
meantime,  had  been  carried  off  by  debts,  but  was 
repurchased  by  the  respondent,  who  obtained  from 
the  crown  a  new  charter  in  his  own  favour,  by  the 
name  of  Lord  Forbes  of  Pitshgo,  upon  which  he 
was  infei^ 

By  an  act  of  the  19th  of  Geo.  II.  entitled  *<  an  act 
**  to  attaint  Alexander  Earl  of  Kellie,  Alexander 
*^  Lord  Fitsligo,  and  others,  of  high  treason;**  it  was 


i 


CASB8  6n  APPSAL  PBOM  SCOTIdlKD.  483 

1761. 


9€ 


enacted)  that  the  satd  Earl  of  Kelln^  «<  Alexander 
<'  Lord  Pitsiigo/'  &C«  should  stand  and  be  attaints 
of  high  treason^  unless  they  should  render  them^ 
selves  up  before  the  l2th  January  I746,  &c«  and 
by  another  act^  00  Geo^  IL  it  was  enacted^  '« that 
^<  all  estates  of  such  persons  as  had  been  Attainted 
of  high  treason^  between  June  1 745  and  June 

174s,  &c.  should  be  forfeited  to  hU  majesty.'' 

The  respondent  not  having  complied  with  the 
above  condition^  was  hdd  aft  attainted  of  high 
treason,  and  his  estate  of  Pitsligo  was  in  dense* 
quenoe  surveyed,  and  Mi^ed  by  order  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer. 

Thereafter  the  rtspondentr  on  the  ground  that 
the  act  did  not  s^p(y  to  him,  presented  a  claim  to 
the  Court  of  Ses^on,  setting  fordi^  that  none  of  the 
persons  attainted  for  high  treanon^  since  June  1745 
and  before  June  1748,  wei^  interested  in  the 
estates  which  had  been  m  seized )  and  that  he  was 
alone  entitled  thereto* 

The  claim  was  founded  upon  the  letters  patent 
and  the  title  of  the  peerage^  It  was  maintained 
that  the  pmper  name  of  the  respondent  was  Alex- 
ander Lm-d  Forbes  cf  HtsKgOw  Whereas  in  the 
act  attainting  the  paities  above  mentioned,  the 
party  there  designed  was  Alestaflder  Lord  Pitsligo, 

In  the  answers,  tlie  patent  of  creation  (as  stated 
in  the  claim)  was  admitted,  but  it  was  insisted 
that  the  fie^ondent  was  the  person  meant,  an^  suf- 
ficiently described  by  the  act  in  question ;  not- 
withstanding every  word  of  the  description  in  the 
patent  had  iiot  been  tmnseribed  into  it,  and  that 
PItsIigo  was  his  true  and  proper  title,  by  which  he 
and  HI  his  ancestors  had  been  named  and  describ- 
ed ever  since  the  creation  of  the  title.     In  support 
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of  this,  a  variety  of  instances  were  referred  to  in 
acts  of  Parliament,  rolls  and  minutes  of  Parlitt- 
inent,  private  deeds  and  instruments,  sists,  pro- 
ceedings, and  judgments  in  courts  of  justice.  See. 
in  all  which  the  family  had  been  known  and  dis- 
tinguished ^by  the  title  of  Pitsligo. 

The  Court  found,  (10  November  1749)  that  by 
<  the  act  of  the  19th  Geo.  II.  &:c.  the  said  Alex- 
^  ander  Lord  Forbes  of  Pitsligo  is  not  attainted, 
*  and  therefore  sustained  his  claim/ 

The  appeal  was  brought  £rom  this  interlocuter. 

Pleaded  Jar  the  Appellant :— Pitsligo  is  the  strict 
and  proper  title  created  by  this  patent :  it  is  the 
name  of  a  place  erected  long  before  into  a  barony, 
from  whence  the  title  was  taken,  and  has  always 
been  so  understood  by  the  legislature,  by  the  re- 
spondent himself,  his  ancestors,  and  all  tiiat  have 
had  any  transactions  with  them.  The  respondent 
has  constantly  been  known  by  the  title  of  Pitsligo, 
and  with  a  certainty  that  leaves  no  possibility  of 
doubt  that  he  was  meant  by  that  description. 

The  objections  that  have  been  made,  all  arise 
from  the  supposed  legal  efiects  of  misnomers,  either 
in  conveyances,  judicial  proceedings,  or  acts  of 
Parliament  j  in  all  of  which  It  is  said  such  misno- 
mers have  been  fatal. 

In  the  Jirst  place,  there  has  here  been  no 
misnomer,  whether  it  be  considered  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  patent,  or  the  titles  by  which  the 
respondent  has  commonly  been  known. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  to  consider  each  objec- 
tion separately:  as  to  conveyances,  the  general 
tenor  of  the  cases  prove  the  contrary,  and  show 
that  it  is  immaterial  by  what  name  either  the 
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gnnter  or  grantees  are  described,  provided  thev      ^^^^' 
are  cle^y  and  distinctly  pointed  out 

As  to  proceedings  in  courts  of  Iaw»  it  is  well 
known  that  a  defendant  in  a  suit  at  law  may  be 
called  by  that  name  which  usage  has  given,  though 
not  the  name  of  baptism  or  of  his  parents ;  and 
this  rule  extends  even  to  criminal  prosecutions. 
But  whatever  may  be  the  ordinary  rules  injudicial 
proceedings,  the  construction  of  an  act  of  attainder 
depends  on  no  forms.  The. sole  question  is,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  legislature  ?  If  the  meaning 
is  plain,  the  judges  are  bound  to  declare,  that 
meaning  to  be  the  law  i  whenever  a  case  within  i^ 
comes  regularly  before  them,  whether  that  mean-^ 
ing  be  expressed  in  technical  terms  or  not,  and 
therefore  it  is,  that  the  most  penal  laws  have  been 
construed  even  beyond  the  words  to  give  effect  to 
the  obvious  intention. 

The  cases  of  attainder  referred  to  are  essentially 
different  from  the  present,,  as  containing  descrip: 
tions,  not  only  contrary  to  and  inconsistent  with 
the  real  names,  but  unsupported  by  any  colour  of 
usage. 

Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondent  .'-^In  all  judicial 
proceedings,  the  true  name  of  the  party  must  be 
set  forth,  and  the  omission  of  it  cannot  be  supplied 
by  any  evidence  to  prove  theidentity  of  the  person. 

The  true  names  of  peers  created  by  patent,  .are 
such  only  as  the  crown  confers  by  the  patent,  and 
the  omission  of  any  constituent  part  of  such  name 
is  as  fatal  as  the  omission  of  the  whole,  the  remain- 
der  not  being  the  true  name.  The  title  conferred 
by  patent,  is  Lord  Forbes  of  Pitsligo. .  The  act 
attaints  Alexander  Lord  Pitsligo ;  titles  materially 
different    The  record  differing  so  essentiaUy,  no 
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CATS 

LORD  PIT- 
5LIG0. 


1741%  coUateral  evid^noe  can  be  called  in  to  prove  that 
LORD  ADvo-  the  person  ennobled,  an4  ^  person  nainei}  in  tbe 
act  of  attainder  are  one  and  the  same.  The  family 
was  neither  ennobled  by  the  name  of  Rtsligo^  nor 
by  the  name  of  Forbes.  Their  peerage  does  not 
rest  alone  or  principally  upon  either  of  the  names, 
but  upon  both  together,  as  i^^>earB  by  the  letters 
patent,  which  ar^  eonelusive  upon  this  point 

Although  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  the 
proper  rule  to  discover  what  is  the  subject  matter 
tD  which  an  act  of  Poriiament  relates^  y^  when« 
ever  that  appears,  the  ordinary  ruks  of  law  must 
take  place,  and  govern  the  particular  application  of 
the  acts.  This,  therefbre,  being  au  act  to  attaint 
certain  perrans  by  name,  must  be  governed  by  the 
rules  of  law  observed  in  similai*  judicial  proceed/- 
ings }  and,  accordingly,  it  was  determined  by  tlie 
House  of  Lords,  upon  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges, 
that  an  act  attainting  Major-Oeneral  Thomas  Gor- 
d|>n,  laird  of  Auchintool,  did  not  attaint  Major* 
Oeneial  Alexand»  Gordon,  laird  of  Auchintool, 
although  no  doubt  could  be  entertained  of  the  per- 
son intended  by  the  legislature.* 

AftQr  hearing  counsri,  the  judges  of  England 
Feb.  1, 1751.  ^^^  ordered  to  give  their  opinion  upooai  the  foUow* 
tng  n)atter,  viz.  ^<  The  great  grandfather  of  the 
A«  respondent  being  by  letters  patent,  under  the 
«^  Great  Seal  of  Scotland,  in  1669,  created  a  peer  of 
<^  Scotlanct  by  the  title  of  Lord  Forbes  of  PitsUgo ; 
M  and  the  respondent,  aisd  his  ancestors,  chiming 
<<  under  the  said  letters  patent,  having  coasmonly 
<^  used  and  subscribed  themselves  to  deeds  and 
^*  other  instruments,  by  sometimes  the  name  or  style 
<«  ei  Forbes  ^  FitsBgo,  Mid  sometimes  FEt8li|(o; 

^  25  Feb.  179S.— Robertaon's  AppMb^  No.  60. 
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«  proceedings,  and  otherwise,  as  w^  by  the  name  lou  aovo* 
"  or  style  of  Lord  Pitsligo,  as  of  Lord  Forbes  of  ^^* 
**  Fitsligo»  and  the  said  respondent,  and  his  ances*  ^^^^  '»*• 
'^  tors,  ^having  been  always  entered  in  the  rolls  of 
**  Parliament  of  Scotland,  before  the  union,  and 
'*  called  and  described  in  acts  of  the  Parliament  of 
Scotland,  (except  in  one  private  act  of  ratifica- 
cation  in  16S1,)  by  the  name  or  style  of  Lord 
Pitsligo }  and  it  not  being  proved  or  alleged  in 
^  this  cause,  that  any  other  person  besides  the  re- 
spondent, was  at  or  before  the  passing  of  the  act  of 
Parliament  aftermentioned,  called  or  known  by  the 
title  of  Lord  Pitsligo ;  and  the  respondent  not  hav- 
ing surrendered  himself  to  justice,  on  or  before 
the  day  specified  in  the  act  of  the  19th  of  his  ma- 
jesty's reign,  for  attainting  Alexander  Earl  of 
Kellie,  and  others  therein  named,  of  high  trea- 
son ;  whether  the  respondent  is  by  virtue  of  the 
said  act  attainted  c^high  treason,  by  the  name  or 
title  of  Alexander,  Lord  Pitsligo  ?  Whereupon, 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  c^  the  Court  of  Khig^s 
Bench  having  conferred  with  the  other  ju(^e9 
present,  acquainted  the  House  that  they  were 
unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  respondent  is 
^^  fully  and  effectually  attainted  by  virtue  of  the 
^  act,  by  the  title  of  Alexander,  Lord  Pitsligo.** 

'^  It  is  ordered  and  ac^udged,  &c.  that  the  inter- 
•*  locator  complained  of  be,  and  is  hereby  reversed, 
^*  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  claim  given 
^  before  the  Court  of  SesiHon,  on  behalf  of  the  re- 
spondent be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  dismissed. 
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For  Appellant^  2X  Myder^  W.  MurfWf. 
For  Respondeiit^  A.  Hume  CampbeB^  At  Far- 
restefi. 
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t76\. 

BOOKSELLERS  Daniel  Mid WINTER,  etidii  Book- >  ^      f&j^^  .   '^ 
OF  LONDON      sellers  in  London,        -        -        J    ^^ 

u  Alex.  Kincaid,  et  alU  Booksellers  Y  jy^^n^^^j^fj, 
in  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow,         J       ^ 

11  February  1751. 

Paocbss.— LiTEBARY  Pboperty.— AcT  8  Anne  c.  19« — Found 
iif  the  House  of  Lords,  that  an  action  on  the  statute  was  im* 
properly  and  inconsistently  brought,  by  demanding  at  the 
same  time  damages  for  books  surreptitiously  aold^  and  also 
the  penalties  of  the  act ;  and  likewise,  by  joining  in  the  same 
summons  several  pursuers  claiming  distinct  and  independent 
rights  in  different  books. 


[^Elchies  %yoce  Literary  Property,  No.  3.    Mor.  829^0 

No.  93.  By  the  act  8  of  Queen  Anne,  entitled  "  An  act  for 
<<  the  encouragement  oC  learning,  by  vesting  the 
<^  copies  of  printed  books  in  the  authors  or  pur- 
<<  chasers  of  such  copies  during  the  times  therein 
"  mentioned,"  (as  extended  by  act  12  Geo.  II.) 
it  is,  inter  alioj  provided,  that  '*  the  author  of  any 
<<  book,  and  his  assigns,  shall  have  the  whole  liber- 
«  ty  of  printing  it  for  fouiteen  years ;  and  if  any 
<<  person,  within  that  time,  shall  print,  reprint,  or 
<'  import  such  book,  without  consent  of  the  pro- 
**  prietor ;  or  knowing  the  same  to  be  so  printed 
^<  or  imported,  shall  publish,  or  expose  it  to  sale 
*'  without  such  consent,  the  offender  shall  forfeit 
**  the  books  and  sheets  to  the  proprietor,  who  shall 
<^  damask  and  make  them  waste  paper ;  and  fur- 
"  ther,  shall  forfeit  one  penny  for  every  sheet  found 
f '  in  his  custody,  printed  or  printing,  one  moiety  to 
"  the  crown,  the  other  to  him  who  shall  sue  for  the 
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*'  same.     It  is  further  declared,  that  these  for-       ^ni. 
**  feitures  shall  only  apply  to  books  duly  entered  at  booksclless 
"  Stationers  Hall  before  publication  ;  and  that  all  °'  ^^^'^^^ 
<<  actions  under  this  act  must  be  brought  within  sdinbukoh. 
^  three  months  afler  the  ofience  done." 

Upon  the  ground  that  the  provisions  of  this  act 
had  been  violated  by  the  respondents,  an  action 
was  raised  against  them  by  the  appellants,  in  which, 
after  founding  upon  the  statutes,  the  summons 
set  forth :  <<  And  moreover,  that  abstracting  from 
the  penalties  of  the  said  statutes,  all  persons  con- 
travening the  prohibitions  thereof,  and  thereby 
encroaching  on  the  property  of  their  fellow-sub- 
jects, to  the  great  discouragement  of  learning, 
and  prejudice  of  the  interest  of  the  publicf,  be- 
come liable  to  an  ordinary  action  in  law  or  equity, 
that  they  may  be  compelled  to  render  damages 
to  the  party  aggrieved,  in  respect  of  such  books 
as  they  should  have  sold,  contrary  to  the  prohi- 
*^  bitions  of  the  law,  and  to  render  up  such  books 
"  and  copies  as  they  might  still  have  upon  hand. 
<*  and  are  not  legally  entitled  to  expose  the  same 
to  sale,  as  having  been  printed,  reprinted,  or  im- 
ported contrary  to  the  law  and  to  the  private  in- 
terest of  the  lawful  proprietors  of  the  copies  of 
**  such  books  :** — ^and  concluded,  that  therefore 
the  said  penalties  ought  to  be  adjudged  against  the 
defenders,  <*  at  least  and  in  the  option  of  the  pur- 
**  suers,  that  the  defenders  ought  to  be  ordained 
to  pay  damages  to  the  pursuers  for  every  surrep- 
titious copy  that  had  been  sold  by  them  or  any 
^<  of  them,"  and  to  deliver  up  all  copies  remaining 
in  their  possession. 

Objections  being  made  to  the  relevancy  of  this 
libel,  the  pursuers'  counsel  stated  that  '*  at  present 
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tTMt      «<  he  did  not  insist  for  dw  pendkiea  in  thcadt  of 

BOOKSELLER*  «  I^liaoient;  but  only  upon  the  oommon  law  ; 

^'  r.r"   «  »nd  that  at  pr«ent  he  rcrtricted  their  «iid  Ubd 

MMiwjiOH.  €€  to  the  property  of  the  two  bookt,  kc.  and  fiir 

**  the  profits  which  liie  defendants  had  made  by 

^*  sale  of  those  books^  and  the  damages  sustained 

"  by  the  pursuer."* 

The  Court  (£4  Dec  1746)  foand^  '« thatan  ac% 
^*  tion  of  damages  lies  at  the  pursuera*  instance  ta 
*'  the  extent  of  the  profits  OMuie  by  the  defender* 
*<  oo  such  of  the  books  libelled  as  have  been  enter- 
^  ed  in  Stationers'  Hall,  and  rqwinted  in  Britaiii^'* 
and  appointed  parties  to  be  fiirthcr  heard  on  the 
question^  *<  Within  ^diat  length  of  tnoe  die  penal- 
<^ties  enacted  in  the  19  Geo.  IL  can  be  sued 
"for?^ 

^  Parties  being  heard  accordingly,  the  Court,  upon 
advimig  a  petition  for  the  defendefs  with  answers^ 
found,  (2  Dec.  1747)  <'  that  no  action  lies  on  the 
**  statute  for  offences  against  the  same,  except  when 
**  it  is  brought  within  three  months  of  the  ofience» 
**  and  that  no  action  of  dami^M  lies  on  the  sta- 
« tute." 
Entered,  The  appeal  was  broi^t  fiom^an  interiocutor  of 

1  Dec.  1U9.  4  February,  part  of  the  interlocutor  of  24  l>ec. 

1746,  and  those  of  2  Dec  1747*  and  7  June  1748. 
Pleaded  for  ike  AppdkmU  :'^^^91\i»t^  an  act  of 
Plarliament  forknda  an  inyniioua  act,  whether  under 
an  express  penalty  or  not,  the  party  aggrieved  has 
consequently  a  remedy  by  action^  although  no  such 
action  be  named  or  allowed  by*  the  act 

*  Printed  case  fbi  reBpondeats.  In  all  the  reporta  of  tike  ease  it  ia 
stated  that  the  libel  waa  absdately  restricted;  bH.  iwir  JtdgBMnt  if 
House  of  liwda.  It  likewise  appears  fnm  tha  froeeadings  in  the 
Court  of  Session^  that  the  question  of  penalties  was  not  entirely 
waved. 
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Hie  act  in  questioii  admits  a  property  in  copies  __^^^2^ 
of  books  to  have  existed  to  the  authors  or  their  bmkuuuii 
assigns  before  its  date ;  and  was  meant  as  an  addi-  ^  aw^* 
tional  wdcunty  to  that  property  for  a  certain  term  »m»w»«k. 
of  years*    The  legal  consequences  of  property  at 
the  c<Mnm6n  law  is>  that  the  proprietor  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  the  violation  of  it.    Even  sup- 
posing the  property  in  question  to  have  been  creat- 
ed by  ibat  staAute»  yet  the  common  law  and  equity 
would  operate  for  its  security  in  the  same  manner 
aa  ^  it  had  been  a  property  at  common  law. 

Pbmbd  Jbr  ike  JBespondenU: — ^This  action, 
which  is  a4niitted  to  be  the  first  of  its  kind  in  Scot- 
land,  appears  from  the  libel  to  be  complicated  and 
inconsistent.  One  branch  is  for  the  recovery  of 
diSbrent  penalties  given  by  different  statutes^  one 
half  to  the  crown»  the  other  to  the  informer ;  and 
yet  the  King's  Advocate  is  not  a  party,  nor  do  the 
pursuers  sue  as  wcdl  for  the  crown  as  for  them- 
aelves.  The  segond  hsanch  is  an  action  upon  the 
statute  for  damages,  whidb  is  not  authorised  by  the 
statutes ;  while  if  it  is  taken  as  an  action  for  d»* 
mages  at  comoion  law,  then  it  cannot  be  joined 
with  an  action  for  the  penalties. 

The  actioa  is  brought  by  a  number  of  persons 
alleging  $q)arate  rights  to  several  books»  on  which 
their  libel  is  founded  against  the  respondents,  (who 
are  twenty-four  separate  traders,)  without  charging 
them  to  be  joint  offiwders; 

It  is  a  mistake  in  fact  to  say  that  tlus  is  an  ac- 
tion in  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  account  of 
profits,  waving  the  penalties.  The  libel  is  expresdy 
for  penalties  and  damages;  and  the  attempt  to 
vary  the  nature  of  the  cause  was  illegal  and  ap- 
pears not  to  have  been  really  intended :  for  as  the 


492     CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

'^^^'      appellants  first  restricted  their  libel  to  two  books, 

BooKiELLB&s  and  waved  penalties,  and  in  the  next  place  restrict- 

ANs       ed  it  to  three  books,  and  insisted  on  the  penalties 

BDiNBu&oB.  mjder  th^  act  12  Geo.  II.  so  in  the  very  last  step 

of  the  cause  they  resumed,  and  insisted  to  proceed 

for  the  penalties  under  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne. 

Ju^ent^         After  hearing  counsel :   **  It  is  declared,  &c. 

11  Feb.  1751.  ,,  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  brought  by  the  appellants  in  the 

^*  Court  of  Session  was  improperly  and  inconsist- 
ently brought,  by  demanding  at  the  same  time 
a  discovery  and  accompt*  of  the  profits,  of  the 
**  books  in  question,  and  also  the  penalties  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  which  the  appellants  have 
never  absolutely  waved  in  the  proceedings  be- 
low }  and  also  by  joining  several  pursuers  claim* 
ing  distinct  and  independent  rights  in  different 
**  books  in  the  same  action ;  and  that  therefore 
the  points  determined  by  the  said  interlocutors 
could  not  regularly  come  in  question  in  this 
cause:    And   therefore  ordered  and  adjudged 
**  that  the  said  several  interlocutors  be  reversed, 
without  prejudice  to  the  determination  of  any  of 
**  the  said  points  when  the  same  shall  properly  be 
'*  brought  in  judgment :  and  it  is  hereby  also  de- 
^  dared,  that  the  libel  in  this  case  is  non-relevant : 
*'  and  ordered  that  the  said  Court  of  Session  do 
"  piroceed  accordingly/* 

For  Appellants,  Wi  Murray^  Alex.  LoMuurt. 
For  Respondents,  A.  Hume  Campbell^  C.  Yorke. 

Lord  Elchies  says,  that  **  it  wts  written  from  London  that  it  was 
**  the  opinion  of  the  House,  (or  seemed  to  be,)  that  a  soit*  if  pn^eriy 
''  brought,  lies  for  profits  within  the  term  granted  by  the  statute,  but 
''  not  after  that  term/' 


« 


« 
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William  Sutherland,  of  Little  1     .      „  ,.., 

TorhoiF„«         .        .        .       Y  Appellant.     ^J^ 


Torbol,  Esq.        -        "        -       J 

LEXANDER   GoRDON    of    Ardoch,  1 

Eaq.etalu       -        -        -         |JZ«P««*^. 


MUTBB&LAMJ 


7  March  1751. 

Proyibion  to  Heibb  and  Childrbn— Fiab  abbolutb  and 
LiMiTBD.—- A  disposition  in  a  marriagje  contract  to  the  heir  of 
the  marriage  in  fee,  with  an  obligation  to  infiefty  and  absolate 
warrandice,  imports  only  a  rif^t  of  sncoessionj  and  not  a  Jus 
credili,  in  a  question  with  oneroos  creditors. 

Inhibition.— A  right  of  succession  under  a  marriage  contract 
cannot  by  inhibition  be  made  effectual  against  onerous  credi- 
tors of  the  fieither. 


[^Falc.  and  Kilk.    Mor.  4398.    Eames,  12915.] 

Gordon  of  Ardoch  having  adjudged  upon  an  No.  94. 
heritable  bond  over  the  lands  of  Little  Torbol, 
brought  an  action  of  ranking  and  sale  of  the  same. 
In  this  action  Mr.  Sutherland  of  Little  Torbol, 
(eldest  son  and  heir  of  the  debtor  in  the  bond,) 
appeared  and  produced  the  contract  of  nuuriage 
between  his  father  and  mother,  whereby  the  father 
bound  **  himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  to  infeft 
'*  his  promised  spouse  in  liferent,  and  the  heir-male 
<<  to  be  procreate  betwixt  them  in  fee,''  in  the 
lands  of  Little  Torbol ;  and  further  bound  himself 
to  warrant  the  said  infeftment  to  his  wife,  and  the 
heir*male  of  the  marriage;,  for  their  respective  in- 
terests of  liferent  and  fee,  ^*  from  all  and  sundfy 
<*  prior  infeftments,  inhibitions,  adjudications,  &c." 


H 
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*^^^'  And  lastly,  it  was  declared,  that  execution  for  im- 
fiuTHEELAND  pleoicnt  should  pass  on  the  contract  at  the  instance 
ao&DON.  of  Mr.  Ross,  the  wife's  father,  against  Sutherland 
and  his  heirs.  He  also  produced  an  inhibition 
which,  during  his  infancy,  had  been  raised  on  the 
contract  of  marriage  by  the  said  Mr.  Ross ;  and  he 
pleaded  that  by  virtue  of  it,  the  right  of  fee  had 
been  so  effectually  secured  to  him  as  heir  of  the 
marriage,  as  not  to  be  frustrated  by  any  voluntary 
security  for  debt  subsequently  granted  by  his  Ei- 
ther ;  and  that  the  debts  now  founded  on  being  all 
posterior  in  date  to  the  inhibition,  the  lands  of 
little  Torbol  ought  to  be  struck  out  of  the  sale. 

Answered — That  the  defender  was  not  proper- 
ly a  creditor  under  the  marriage  contract  in  com- 
petition  with  ordinary  creditors,  nor  could  he  claim 
the  estate  under  that  character  but  only  as  heir  to 
his  father.  By  the  marriage  contract,  the  hope  of 
succession  was  the  only  thing  secured  to  him  ;  the 
fee  and  absolute  property  of  the  estate  remained 
with  the  father,  ftnd  wfts  therefore  subject  to  his 
onerous  debtft ;  and  although  the  inhibition  fifecur- 
ed  thd  defender's  right  against  gratuitous  deeds,  it 
could  not  alter  or  enlarge  the  original  obligation. 

The  case  bemg  reported,  the  Court  (4  June 
1747)  ^<  found  that  the  inhibition  served  upon  the 
^  contract  of  matiiage  secured  the  defender  against 
*^  the  onerous  contmetiiMB  of  the  fkther>  afi;^  the 
**  date  of  the  inhibition. 

A  petition  Was  presented  againdt  this  interlo<ni- 
tor,  in  the  answers  to  which,  it  wa^  t^iA^  alia 
pleaded^  that  at  all  events  the  defender  was  an 
on»t)iis  creditor  of  his  father  fbr  the  provisions  in 
jkvour  of  the  heir  under  the  contract,  and  that  thb 
bad  been  already  fitted  by  tiie  Court  in  an  action 
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against  Ross  of  Aldie,  who  being  porsued  by  the       ^^^^' 

defender's  father  for  part  of  his  wife's  portion,  •wxmeaam* 

stated  in  defence,  that  he  was  not  obliged  to  pay     •oemi. 

until  the  fkthex  implemented  iiis  part  by  vesting 

the  fee  in  the  heir  of  the  maniage  i  whereupon 

{5  Feb.  17^)  it  was  found  ^  that  he  ought  to  resign 

<  the  lands  in  favour  of  himself,  and  feiling  him  in 

*  fevour  of  his  son  namiMtUim  in  fee^  with  absolute 

«  warrandice^'  &c.  conform  to  the  contract,  before 

^  payment  of  the  tocher/ 

The  following  interlocutor  was  pronounoed,  (4th 
Nov.  1747 :)  ^  Having  advised  this  petition,  with 
**  the  answers  made  thereto,  with  the  interlocutor 
*<  of  date  the  6  Feb.  1724,  in  the  process  at  the 
<<  instance  of  Sutherland  of  Little  Torbol  against 
Ross  of  Aldie ;  find  that  the  fee  by  the  contract 
of  marriage,  remained  with  the  fether,  and  only 
the  spes  suceu^ioHis  was  vested  in  the  son  ;  and 
*^  found  that  the  inhibition  did  not  strike  agaimt 
^  the  father's  onerous  creditors.*^ 

Upon  again  considering  the  case  on  a  petition, 
founding  strongly  on  the  clause  of  warrandice  and 
a  petition  and  answers  thereto,  the  Court  (7  Dec. 
1747)  altered  f  and  found,  ^<that  the  inhibition 
«<  served  upon  the  contract  of  marriage,  which 
*'  contained  a  clause  of  absolute  warrandice,  se- 
**  cured  the  defender  against  the  onerous  contrac- 
**  tions  of  his  fathei,  posterior  to  the  date  thereof.*^ 
This  interlocutor  was  again  altered  on  the  Sd 
June  1748,  when  it  was  fouqd,  ^'that  the  inhibi- 
tion served  on  the  contract  of  marriage,  did  not 
preclude  the  onerous  creditors  of  the  fether, 
though  posterior  to  the  inhibition ;  and  found, 
therefore,  that  the  landa  ought  not  to  be  struck 
''out  of  the  sale/' 
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^y^^'  The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutor! 

SUTHERLAND  of  the  4th  Nov,  1747,  and  of  the  Sd  June  1748. 
aoBs'oK.  Pleaded  far  ihe  Appellant; — ^From  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  marriage  contract — ^from  the  obligation 
to  infefl — ^from  the  clause  of  warrandice,  and  from 
the  clause  for  execution  at  the  instance  of  a  trus- 
tee, it  clearly  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that 
the  fee  of  the  estate  should  be  absolutely  secured 
to  the  heir-male  of  the  marriage.  Indeed,  if  no 
more  than  a  ^s  suecessionis  had  been  provided  to 
the  heir,  the  clause  for  execution  would  have  been 
absurd,  as  the  obligation  in  the  contract  itself  suffi- 
ciently secured  to  him  the  right  of  succession,  and 
barred  all  voluntary  and  gratuitous  acts  in  preju- 
dice of  it 

The  appellant  is  an  onerous  creditor  of  his 
father  for  the  several  provisions  made  in  the  con- 
tract in  favour  of  the  heir-male  of  the  marriage. 
This  is  the  legal  elBTect  of  the  deed,  and  has  been 
established  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, in  the  previous  case  above  mentioned.  The 
inhibition,  therefore,  which  was  used  against  the 
appellant's  father  upon  this  obligation,  not  only 
disabled  him  from  entering  into  engagements  in- 
consistent therewith,  but  also  put  all  other  persons 
so  contracting  with  him  in  mUa  fide.  It  is  the 
eflfect  of  an  inhibition  fo  make  a. personal  obliga- 
tion as  binding  negatively  upon  all  the  lieges  as  it 
is  positively  upon  the  obligant ;  in  other  words, 
to  prevent  third  parties  from  doing  any  thing  that 
may  disappoint  the  performance  of  the  obligation. 
Now,  here  the  fee  was  provided  to  the  heir-male  of 
the  marriage,  and  warranted  absolutely  against  all 
incumbrances.  The  inhibition  passed  upon  both 
these  obligations  of  provision  add  warrandice,  and 
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consequently  barred  all  transactions  inconsistent      ir^i* 
with  tbeir  complete  execution.     Of  this  nature  sut^rland 
entirely  is  the  respondent's  bond,  which,  if  allowed    oobjm>n. 
to  stand,  must  disappoint  altogether  these  provi- 
sions in  the  appeDant's  &vour. 

Pleaded  fat  Ae  fy^MmdeiU.'^WheTe  an  estate 
is  settled  upon  the  parents  in  conjunct  fee  and  life- 
rent,  and  on  the  heirs  of  the  marriage  in  fee,  the 
power  to  contract  debt,  and  to  dispose  of  the  whole 
fix  valuable  considerations,  continues  in  the  party 
from  whom  the  settlement  proceeds.  The  present 
case  falls  widiin  this  rule ;  the  fee  remained  with 
the  father ;  and  the  heirs  of  the  marriage  not  being 
in  esse  at  the  date  of  the  settlement,  thej  had  only 
epee  suco^ssianie  subject  to  the  father^s  legal  power 
over  it. 

The  heir  of  a  marriage  is  considered  in  a  two- 
fold  light,  as  heir  and  as  creditor }  as  heir,  in  re- 
spect of  deeds  granted  for  valuable  consideration, 
and  he  is  liable  to  the  burden  of  such ;  but  as  cre- 
ditor, in  regard  to  voluntary  und  gratuitous  deeds, 
which  have  no  effect  against  him.  Now  a  clause 
of  warrandice  cannot  vary  the  nature  of  the  right 
warranted.  It  may  be  effectual  to  defeat  gratuitous 
deeds,  or  perhaps  found  an  action  of  damages 
against  the  father's  separate  estate ;  but  it  cannot 
af&ct  the  father's  right  of  property,  or  prevent 
others  from  contracting  with  him. 

In  like  manner,  the  inhibition  can  have  no  other 
effect  than  to  secure  those  who  are  interested 
under  the  contract  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  pro- 
per rights,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
deed ;  but  it  cannot  have  the  effect  of  extending 
or  enlarging  these  rights,  so  as  to  encroach  upon 
or  interfere  with  the  fatfier's  right  of  property. 

a   K 
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lyM.  But  the  obligation  of  warrandice  expressly  le- 

ferred  only  to  pnor  existing  incumbrances,  and 
GOEDOK.  therefore  could  not  secure  the  right  of  the  heir 
againsf  debts  afterwards  entered  into  by  the  father 
in  the  exercise  of  that  right,  which  in  point  of 
law  remained,  and  would  have  remained  in  him, 
although  he  had  infeft  the  appellant  in  terms  of 
the  contract,  as  pointed  out  by  the  interlocutor  of 
February  1724. 
Judgment,  After  hearing  coun^  t  ^'  It  is  ordered  and  ad- 
'  <<  judged,  &c.  that  the  several  interlocutors  com- 
«(  plained  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  fF.  Mutray^  Akx.  Lockhart. 
For  Respondents,  A.  Hume  CampbettH^.  Vorie. 


The  Lord  Advocate,        -      -        Appellant; 
Lord  Boyd,  et  alii,        -         -         Be^pondeuU. 

28  March  1751. 

FoBFEiTURB.— Act  1^  Gbo.  I.  c.  20.— -A  convey ance  bj  a  fa* 
ther  to  his  son  after  the  date  specified  in  the  act,  sustained'— 
the  debts  charged  on  the  estate,  and  for  wfaieh  the  son  became 
penosally  liable,  beiiw  nearly  equal  to  the  value  of  the  lands. 


[Elchies  voce  Forfeiture,  No.  8. — Falc — Mor.  14768.] 


No.  95.       William,  Earl  of  Kihnamock,  in  17S2  disponed 

his  estate,  reserving  his  owfto  liferent,  to  his  eldest 
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son.  Lord  Boyd.    The  conveyaoce  was  likewise       ^7^'- 
burdened  with  a  faculty  to  provide  L.S00O  to  i.o«dadvo- 
younger  children,  with  a  jointure  to  Lady  Kilmar-         p, 
nock,  and  with  all  the  debts  contracted  by  the  earl  ^ot^j^moyd, 
or  his  predecessors  previous  to  the  date  of  the  dis- 
porition.    Lord  Boyd  was  infeft,  and  the  instru- 
ment of  sasine  duly  recorded. 

The  earl  was  attainted  of  high  treason  during 
the  rebellion  1745,  and  executed.  Lord  Boyd 
then  entered  into  possession  of  the  estate*  and  in 
order  to  pay  off  the  debts  he  conveyed  it  to  cer- 
tain trustees,  (respondents)  by  whom  it  was  shortly 
afterwards  sold  to  the  Earl  of  Glencaim,  and  the 
purchase  money  applied  towards  satis&ction  of  the 
debts.  But  the  estates  having  been  surveyed  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  forfeited  by  the  earl's 
conviction.  Lord  Boyd  and  his  trustees  entered 
their  claim  In  the  Court  of  Session,  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  20  of  Geo.  II. 

To  this  claim  it  was  objected, — that  by  the  clan 
act,  (1  Geo.  L)  it  had  been  enacted,  **  That  all 
<^  tailzies,  settlements,  &c.  of  any  estates  made  in 
'<  Scotland  in  name  of  whatsoever  person  since  the 
<<  1  August  17 14,  or  that  should  be  made  in  time  com- 
*'  ing,  by  any  person  who  shall  be  convicted  of  high 
« treason,  shall  be  void  and  nuU,  excepting  such 
"  deeds,  securities,  &c  as  had  been  or  should  be 
**  made  for  just  and  onerous  causes,— the  said 
*^  causes  being  instructed  otherwise  than  by  the 
•*  writings  themselves."  That  the  disposition  un- 
der which  the  respondent  claimed  was  posterior  to 
the  1st  of  August  1714,  and  consequently  was  null 
and  void  unless  the  respondents  could  instruct  the 
onerous  cause  thereof. 

Answered — 1st,  That   the  above  statute^  and 
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1751.      particularly  the  clause  founded  on,  was  a  tempo- 
„^    rary  law  limited  by  the  words^  as  well  as  by  the 

LORP  AUTO-  J  J  ^  J 

GATE  obyious  intention  of  the  act,  to  the  rebellion  in 
LOBi>*^ioYD,  1715 ;  and  that  it  would  be  attended  with  very 
^^  dangerous  consequences  to  extend  it  in  the  man- 
ner proposed,  as  no  person  could  be  sure  that  the 
party  with  whom  he  contracted  might  not  be  goiity 
of  high  treason  at  the  distance  of  thirty  or  forty 
years;  and  it  would  be  impracticable,  at  such  a 
distance,  to  prove  the  onerosity  of  the  deeds^  other- 
wise than  by  the  writings  themselves.  That  this 
construction  was  strongly  confirmed  by  the  vesting 
act  of  the  20  Geo.  II.  whereby  the  very  same  pro- 
vision was  re-enacted  with  a  retrospect  only  to  the 
9Ai  June  Yl^%  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea, 
that  the  former  act  was  to  regulate  convictions  for 
high  treason  in  1745.* 

But,  supposing  that  the  said  former  act  could 
now  be  considered  as  a  subsisting  law,  the  present 
case  comes  within  the  exception  of  the  statute ; 
for  tlie  deed  1732  was  not  only  granted  for  just 
and  rational  considerations,  but,  in  the  eye  of  law, 
for  causes  strictly  onerous,  being  burdened  with 
debts  to  such  an  extent  as  amounted  to  an  onerous 
purchase. 

The  Court  ordained  the  claimant  to  give  in  a 
particular  condescendence  of  the  onerous  causes 
alleged,  and  the  manner  of  proof.  From  the  con- 
descendence it  appeared,  that  at  the  date  of  the 

*  '^  We  were  all  of  us  greatly  difficulted  in  this  question,  except 
*^  the  President,  who  said  he  thonght  the  act  lasted  only  during  the 
rebelliou  171^^  to  which  opinion  he  wa$  chiefly  determiBed  bj  th« 
dause ;  but  as  the  lawyers  at  the  bar  Mnted  that  they  would  be 
able  to  proTe  the  onerous  cause,  we  all  agreed,  before  answer,  to 
''  order  thero  to  give  in  a  condescendence  of  them  and  of  the  manner 
«  of  proof."— C^fcAw'  iVofe*  J 
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« 

deed  the  debts  charged  upon  the  estate,  and  for       ^^^^' 
which  Lord  Boyd  became  personally  liable,  ex-  j-obdadfo- 
ceeded  the  value  of  the  estate  at  the  time,  •. 

In  the  answers  to  the  condescendence  it  was  at-  '^*^"^^"' 
tempted  lo  be  shown,  that  in  fact  the  estate  ex- 
ceeded in  value  the  incumbrances  with  which  it 
was  charged  ;*  but  it  was  chiefly  insisted  in  point 
of  law,  that,  it  not  bang  alleged  that  Lord  Boyd 
paid  or  gave  to, the  late  Earl  any  price  or  valu- 
able consideration  whatever  out  of  his  own  money 
or  any  separate  estate  of  his,  it  could  not  be  itiain- 
tained  tliat  the  conveyance  had  been  made  '  for  just 
and  onerous  causes,'  in  the  true  sense  of  the  act, 
nothing  being  given  for  tliat  conveyance  by  the 
dispones  So  far  as  thfs  debts  are  real  and  bona 
^fide^  the  creditors  will  not  be  prejudiced  \  but  Lord 
Boyd  now  claims  the  reversion  of  the  estate  for  no 
consideration.  That  is  the  only  thing  now  in 
question,  and  it  is  the  settlement  of  that  only  which 
is  alleged  to  be  voided  by  the  clause  founded  on. 

Replied — ^That  the  plain  intention  oi  the  sta- 
tute, (supposing  it  to  be  now  binding,)  was  to  pre- 
vent fraudulent  conveyances,  calculated  to  avoid 
the  effect  of  forfeiture  for  high  treason,  supposed 
to  have  been  in  view  when  such  conveyances  were 
executed ;  so  that,  where  the  grant  appeared  so 
far  just  and  onerous  as  to  exclude  all  suspicion  of 
such  a  design,  the  conveyance  must  be  held  to  fall 
within  the  exception.  Here  there  can  be  no  sus- 
picion of  evil  intentions  in  granting  the  disposition, 
as  it  was  not  until  long  after  its  date  that  the  earl 
was  seduced  from  his  loyalty.     By  virtue  of  the 

*  Monboddo  mentions  that  thedebU  extended  to  twenty-two  years 
pun^ase  of  the  csUte,  and  that  it  was  sold  at  twenty-seven  years  pur- 
diase.-^^roiim'^  Swp.  V.  774.) 


1751. 
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disposition,  the  respondent  became  personally  liable 
'  for  the  debts  charged  on  the  estate,  which  at  least 
V.        equalled  its  value  at  that  time  ;  and  in  fact  he  had 
LOR^BOYD,  gj.3|rj^gj  |jjg  persoual  security  to  several  of  the  cre- 
ditors.   The  transaction,  therefore,  was  the  same 
as  if  he  had  engaged  to  pay,  as  the  purchase  money 
of  the  estate,  a  sum  of  money  equivalent  to  these 
debts.     Supposing  the  value  of  the  estate  to  have 
since  increased,  this  cannot  affect  the  question,  which 
must  be  governed  by  the  state  of  matters  at  the 
Entered         date  of  the  Conveyance  in  IJSQ. 
S8  Not.  1749.     The  Court  sustained  the  claim,  and  decerned. 

Judgment,  t   i     -i »....  /^  n 

«8  March       (27  July  1749.) 

1751.  ipjjg  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor. 

Afler  hearing  counsel :  <<  It  is  declared,  &c. 
that  it  appearing  that  the  amount  of  the  debts 
charged  upon  the  estate  in  question,  to  which 

*^  the  respondent,  Boyd,  became  personally  liable, 

*^  by  his  acceptance  of  the  right  under  the  deed  of 
10  August  173s,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  deed,  equal  to  the  then  value  of  the  said  es* 

*'  tate,  or  thereabouts, — ^the  said  interlocutor  or 
decree  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  therefore 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said  petition  and 
appeal  be  and  is  hereby  dismissed  this  House, 

<^  and  that  the  said  interlocutor  or  decree  be,  and 

"  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed." 

• 

For  Appellant,  Z).  Mffder,  W.  Grant,  W.  Mur- 
ray. 

For  Respondents^  A.  JEIume  Campbell,  Ales. 
Lockhart 

"  The  Lord  Chancellor  stated  tiuree  material  poiiits  in  the 
**  cause ;  l8t>  Whether  the  clan  act  was  or  was  not  tenporary  ? 
''  2d,  Whether  Lord  Kilmarnock  was  or  was  not  attainted  of 


« 
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c'  the  treason  thnein  m^iiioDed  f    Sd»  Whether  the  dispoeitioD         1751. 

17^2  was  onerons  or  not  ?     He  thought  the  discussion  of  the 
*'  first  point  might  rather  be  reserved  for  some  other  cases  that 


tt 


LOBD  ADVO- 
CATX 

might  come  before  them ;  but  I  am  told  that  bj  his  way  of  '  v. 
**  reasoning  he  seemed  to  think  it  temporary.  The  second  he  i>ok^ioyd> 
**  thought  nnneoessary,  because  that  objection  bad  not  been 
"made  for  the  claimant  before  us;  and  as  to  the  third,  he 
"  thought  the  disposition  onerous :  and  if  the  House  was  of  that 
*'  opinion,  he  proposed  that  the  judgment  should  be,  to  declare 
*'  that  the  debts  chaigeable  on  the  estate,  and  on  the  respondents 
"  to  pay,  being  equal  or  thereabouts  to  the  value  of  the  estate 
**  at  the  time  that  the  disposition  waa  executed,  the  disposition 
"  was  therefore  onerous,  and  the  interlocutor  complained  of 
**  should  therefore  be  affirmed ;  which  the  House  agreed  to." 
—fElchies.J 


Thomas  Drummond  of  Logie  Al* )    .      ,,    ^ 
mond.        .        .        .        -       }^i?P^^«'' 

The  Lord  Advocate,        -        -    -  Uespotident 

SO  April  1751. 

FoftFBiTUBB.^ — Act  19,  Qbo.  II.  c.  26.— A  person  being  at- 
tainted by  virtue  of  the  act,  which  declared  that  if  he  did  not 
surrender  himself  before  the  1 2  July  following,  he  should  stand 
attainted  of  treason  from  the  18  April  preceding ;— it  was 
found  that  the  forfeiture  did  not  operate  reiro  to  the  effect 
•f  incapacitating  him  to  succeed  to  property  in  the  interval. 

Writ.— ^Circumstances  under  which  a  deed  was  not  considered 
a  delivered  evident. 


[Eldiies  voce  Forfeiture,  No.  15.— Falc—Mor.  4875-3 


Bt  the  act  19  Geo.  II.  it  is  enacted.   That  if  No.  9C. 
certain  persons  therein  mentioned,  and    among 
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^^^^'  others  James  Drammond,  (commoDly  called  Dake 
DRUMMOND  of  Pcrth,)  and  John  Drummond  his  brother,  should 
LOED  ADYo-  not  respectively  surrender  themselves  to  justice,  on 
or  before  the  1@  July  1746,  they  should  stand  at- 
tainted Q&  high  treason  from  and  after  the  18  April 
1746. 

By  the  vesting  act  of  the  20th  of  Geo.  II.  all 
lands, '  &c.  which  any  person,  attainted  of  high 
treason  within  the  time  therein  limited,  was  pos- 
sessed of  or  interested  in  on  the  24th  June  1745  or 
at  any  time  afterwards,  were  forfeited  to  the  crown. 
In  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  estates  of  the  said 
James  Drummond  being  surveyed  by  order  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  a  claim  to  them  was  given  in 
upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Drummond  of  Logic  Al- 
mond, (the  appellant)  in  virtue  of  a  trust-disposi- 
tion executed  by  James  Drummond  in  his  favour 
in  June  1748.  Objections  (to  be  noticed  immedi- 
ately) were  stated  to  this  deed ;  but  it  being  proved 
that  James  Drummond  had  died  on  the  11th  May 
1749,  the  Court  (July  29,  17*9)  found,  "  that 
*'  James  Drummond  (taking  upon  himself  the  title 
<<  of  Duke  of  Perth)  having  died  upon  the  11th 
"  May  1746,  before  11th  July  1746,  on  or  before 
*<  which  day  he  was  allowed  by  the  said  act  of  at^ 
<*  tainder  to  render  himself  and  submit  to  justice, 
**  he,  the  said  James  Drummond,  was  not  attainted 
by  the  said  act;  and  therefore  find,  that  this 


Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  further  in 
'<  judging  of  the  validity  or  effect  of  the  disposi- 
<'  tion  from  the  said  James  Drummond  to  Thomas 
<<  Drummond,  the  claimant,  in  hoc  staiu^  leaving 
**  the  claimant  to  follow  forth  his  right  thereon  as 
"  accords.*'* 

^     *  Elchies  voce  Forfeiture,  No.  7.    Mor.  4874. 
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This  judgment  was  aoquiesced  in ;  but  a  second      ndi. 
survey  was  made  of  the  estate  as  forfeited  by  the  mummomd 
attainder  of  John  Drummomd,  to  whom  it  was        ^'  .. 

LOU>  ADVO- 

alleged  that  it  had  devolved  upon  the  death  of     cats. 
James,  his  brother^  without  issue ;  the  said  John 
Drummond  being  included  in  the  act  of  attainder, 
and  liaving  failed  to  surrender  himself  before  the 
specified  day.    The  appellant  then  anew  entered 
his  claim,  founding  on  the  above  disposition  in 
1743  by  James  Drummond  iq  his  &vour,  and  main- 
tained that  in  consequence  thereof  John  Drum- 
m<md  was  not  possessed  of  the  estate,  nor  in  any 
way  entitled  to  it  on  the  S4th  June  J  745,  or  at  any 
time  aflei'wards.    Although  the  deed  had  never 
been  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  claimant,  it  had 
been  put  by  the  granter  into  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Graham  of  Airth,  advocate,  for  the  purposes  of  in- 
fefbnent  and  registration. 

Answered-^lst,  That  the  deed  in  question  not 
dispensing  with  delivery,  and  never  having  been 
delivered,  was  void  and  ineflfectuaL  Mr.  Graham 
was  the  ordinary  legal  adviser  of  the  granter,  and  ^ 

therefore  the  deed  must  be  held  to  be  still  in  his 
custody  while  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Graham.  Sdly, 
That  even  if  it  had  dispensed  with  deliveiy,  yet 
from  its  terms,  from  the  whole  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  particularly  the  fact  that  the .  possession 
of  the  estates  had  been  always  retained  by  James 
Drummond,  it  was  evidently  the  sole  intention  of 
this  latent  personal  deed  to  evade  the  eventual  for- 
feiture of  the  granter  and  his  brother ;  and  there- 
fore that  it  could  not  be  effectual  to  frustrate  the 
claim  of  the  crown. 

The  appellant  fiuther  maintained,— That  John 
Drummond,  upon  his  failure  to  surrender  himself 
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^^^^'      in  terms  of  the  act,  became  attainted  of  high  trea- 
DBDMMOND  gon  ftom  aud  after  the  18th  April  1746,  and  there- 
LOEDADYo-  forc  ou  the  11th  of  May,  when  his  brother  died, 
^^^^'      he  was  incapable  to  take  the  estate  as  his  heir,  or 
consequently  to  forfeit  the  same  to  the  king.    But, 
that  in  respect  of  his  attainder,  it  fell  to  the  supe- 
rior or  overlord,  as  an  escheat  propter  defectum 
Jueredis ;  so  that  the  survey  of  the  lands,  as  being 
forfeited  by  John's  attainder,  was  erroneous. 

Answered — 1st,  Tl)^t  the  objection  was  jus  ter» 
tii  to  the  appellant,  who  did  not  pretend  to  be  the 
overlord  of  whom  the  estate  was  held ;  that  in  fiurt 
the  king  himself  was  in  this  case  superior,  and  so 
having  both  titles,  a  twofold  claim  was  competent 
to  him ;  one  by  forfeiture,  and  the  other  by  escheat ; 
and  he  had  the  option  of  using  either.*  gdly.  That 
the  survey  of  die  estate  as  forfdted  by  John  Drum* 
mond  was  proper,  because  on  the  1 1  of  May,  when 
the  succession  opened  to  him,  he  was  not  attainted, 
(in  the  same  way  as  it  had  been  decided  that  his 
bi-other  James  was  not  then  attainted,)  and  there* 
fore  there  was  nothing  in  law  to  have  hindered  him 
from  entering  into  the  possession  of  the  lands,  op 
from  levying  the  half-year's  rent  payable  at  Whit- 
sunday 17^6,  or  from  completing  his  title  to  the 
estate  as  heir  to  his  brother  j  his  conditional  at* 
tainder  not  taking  place  for  two  months  after- 
wards,  viz.  on  the  IS  July. 

The  Court  (1  Dec.  1750)  «  find,  that  John 
**  Drummond,  (second  son  to  the  late  Lord  Drum- 

*  A  eUim  was  afterwards  made,  under  the  dan  act,  by  the  Dnke 
of  Athollj  who  was  superior  of  part  of  the  lands.  The  claim  was  dis- 
missed, (Not.  26,  1760)  on  the  ground  that  the  rebel  had  not  been 
vassal  during  the  oontinuanoe  of  the  treason,  or  prior  to  the  attainder. 
-'CFaC'  CoL  Mar.  iTW-J 
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«•  moiid,)  now  attainted  of  high  treason,  was  upon      itsi. 
*•  the  1 1  May  1746>  when  James  Dnimmond,  his  "drummokT 
"  elder  brother,  died,  capable  to  take  by  descent  lo*d  advo- 
**  from  his  said  elder  brother,  and  that  the  estate      c^^^- 
*<  of  Drummond  in  question  did  then  descend  by 
<'  James's  death  to  John  Drummond,  now  attaint- 
*<  ed,  and  was  forfeitable,  and  forfeited  by  the  trea- 
<<  Son  and  attainder  of  the  said  John  Drummond ; 
<<  and  that  the  trust  ^disposition  to  Thomas  Drum- 
*^  mond  of  Logie  Almond,  now  claimed  upon^  is 
'<  not  sufficient  to  exclude  the  forfeiture  of  the  said 
<^  John  Drummond,.  and  therefbre  find  the  estate 


acclaimed,  forfeited  by  his  attainder ;  dismiss  the  peb.  i,  \i6\. 


'*  claim,  and  decern  accordingly^ 
The  appeal  was  brought  from  this  interlocutor. 
'*  After  hearing  counsel,  the  judges  were  direct- 
ed to  give  their  opinion  on  the  following  question, 
videlicet^   *  Whether,  by  the  law  of  England, 

^  John  Drummond,  second  son  of  the  late  Lord 

*  Drummond,  was  on  the  11th  of  May  17^6,  ca^ 
'  pable  of  taking  lands  by  descent  ?  and,  whether, 

<  by  his  not  rendering  himself  to  justice,  on  or  be- 

*  fore  the  12th  July  1746,  according  to  Ui^e  act  of 

*  the  19th  year  of  his  present  majesty,  such  descent 
^  beciame  divested  or  avoided,  so  as  to  prevent  the 

*  forfeiture  in  prejudice  of  the  crown  ?*  Whereup- 
"  on,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
<'  chequer,  having  conferred  with  the  judges  pre- 
<<  sent,  acquainted  the  house,   <  that  they  were 

<  unanimously  of  opinion,   that   the    said   John 

<  Drummond  was  capable  at  that  time  of  taking 
^  lands  by  descent ;  and  that,  by  his  not  rendering 

<  himself  to  justice,  on  or  before  the  12th  July 

<  1746,  according  to  the  aforementioned  act  of  the 
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^^^^'  *  19th  year  of  his  present  msQesty^  such  descent  did 
DEDMMOND  <  flot  becoiiie  divested  or  aveidal,  so  as  to  prevent 
LoiLD  ADvo-  *  the  forfeiture  in  prejudice  of  the  crown.' 

v^^^'  "  And,  upon  due  consideration  had  of  what  was 

30  April  1751.  <<  offered  on  either  side  in  this  cause,  it  is  ordered 

,    *<  and  adjudged,  &c.  that  the  said  petition  and  ap- 

*'  peal  be,  "and  is  hereby  dismissed^  and  that  the 

*'  said  judgment  be  affirmed."  , 

For  Appellant,  A.  Hume  Capipbell,  JJex^  Lock- 
hart,  C.  York, 

For  Respondent,  D.  Bffdeff  Wm.  Grant,  Wm. 
Murray. 


The  Lord  Advocate,        *        -        Appellant. 
John  Gordon,  Esq.  ete  contra  "Respondent. 

« 
21  May  1751. 

Tailzie.— FoRFBXTt7RX.—»AoT  7  Anns,  o.  fil.— An  entail 
proliibitiiig,  uxider  strict  initaat  aad  resolottTe  dauses.  **  znj 
deed  dyil  or  criminal^  or  evon  treaaonaUo*  whereby  the 
estate  may  be  in  any  way  evicted^  forfeited/'  &a  ;  and  it 

,  being  declared  that  any  such  deed  ^'  should  only  irritate  the  , 

**  right  of  the  committer  thereof,  but  should  in  no  ways  affect 

*  the  rigjht  of  the  next  heir,  albeit  deseending  of  the  coDtraT&- 
ner's  body,— -Found,  that  by  the  attainder  of  the  heir  in  poe* 
eession,  the  estate  was  forfeited  to  the  crown,  not  only  during 
his  own  life,  but  so  long  as  there  should  survive  any  issue  of 
his  body  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  succeed  under  the 
entail,  had  there  been  no  attainder ;  and  farther,  that  what- 
ever interest  might  eventually  arise  to  the  attainted  person 
nnder  the  substitution  to  *^  the  heirs  and  assignees"  of  the 
entailer,  was  also  forfeited  to  the  crown. 

The  heir  possessing  under  an  entail  being  attainted, — it  was 
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ioand  not  competent  to  bring  a  deoluation  of  irritanof  on  the        l7$l. 
ground  of  an  act  of  oontniventioii  oommitted  mb»  time  prior  i.oaD  adto. 
to  the  attainder*  *^^^" 

9. 
OOEDOK. 


CElchies,  voce  Tailzie,  No.  sg.     Falc.  Mor.  4728.] 


The  estate  of  Park  was  settled  by   Sir  James   No.  97* 
Gordon  in  1713  under  the  fetters  of  a  strict  entfil, 
the  heirs  under  which  were  prohibited  inter  alia 
to  grant  infeftments  of  annualrent  out  of  the 
same^  or  any  other  right  and  security  redeemable 
"  or  irredeemable,  nor  to  contract  debt,  or  do  any 
**  other  deeds  of  omission  or  commission,  civil  or 
*<  criminal,  or  even  treasonable,  (as  God  forbid) 
•*  whereby  the  lands  may  be  anywise  burdened^ 
''  adjudged,  evicted,  or  become  caduciary,  escheat, 
"  confiscated,  or  forfeited.*'     It  is  further  declar- 
ed, that  such  debts  *^  or  crimes  shall  only  irritate 
"  and  make  void  the  contravener*s  right,  but  no- 
ways burden,  affect,  or  forfeit  the  said  lands^  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  next  heir  of  tailzie,*'  &c. 
In  1746,  Sir  WiUiam  Gordon  of  Park  was  at- 
tainted of  high  treason,  and  his  estate  being  sur- 
veyed by  the  Exchequer,  a  claim  was  entered  by 
his  younger  brother  (the  respondent)  on  the  fol- 
lowing grounds,  viz.  1st,  That  Sir  William  having 
in  17S8>  granted  an  heritable  bond  over  part  of 
the  estate  whereon  infeftment  followed,  an  irri- 
tancy was  tJiereby  incurred,  and  consequently  the 
estate  did  ipsoJiMCto  fall  and  accresce  to  the  claim- 
ant as  next  heir  of  entail.     Sd,  That  by  commit- 
ting the  crime  of  treason,  Sir  William  did  contra- 
vene the  prohibitive  and  irritant  clauses  above  re- 
cited, whereupon  the  estate  devolved  on  the  claim- 
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^^^^'  anf  t  and,  lasUfff  that  at  all  events,  Sir  William 

Loaj)  ADvo-  could  forfeit  by  his  attainder  only  his  own  liferent 

V,  interest  in  the  entailed  estate,  which  upon  his  death 

GOBDON.  ^yg^  belong  to  the  claimant 

In  answer  to  the  first  ground  of  claim,  it  was 
disputed  that  any  part  of  the  entailed  lands  was 
included  in  the  bond ;  and  at  any  rate  the  irritancy 
might  have  been  purged  by  payment  of  the  debt. 
But  further,  even  if  the  claim  upon  this  irritancy 
had  been  competent,  it  came  too  late,  when 
brought  for  the  first  time  against  the  crown,  after 
the  estates  had  been  vested  in  it  by  the  attainder ; 
there  having  been  sufficient  time  between  the  date 
of  the  bond  in  I7S8  and  the  rebellion,  to  declare 
the  irritancy.     Cra^  de  Feudis^  L*  8.  D.  6.  sect 

17. 
Replied — ^Ignorance  or  inadvertence  would  not 

save  Sir  William  from  the  iriritancy.  The  claim- 
ant was  not  in  mora  in  not  declaring  the  irritancy 
sooner,  having  been  abroad  during  the  whole  in- 
terval. His  Jus  acUonis  subsisted  for  forty  years  ; 
and  in  the  statute,  whence  the  crown  derives  its 
,  right,  there  is  an  express  saving  of  **  all  rights,  &c. 
*'  which  were  binding  on  the  forfeited  persons, 
<<  and  might  have  affected  the  estate  before  the 
<<  respective  days  and  times  whereon  the  same  was 
"  vested  in  his  majesty.** 

To  the  remaining  grounds  of  claim,  it  was  oit- 
swered,  1st,  that  by  7  Annae,  c.  21.  fill  persons 
convicted  of  high  treason  in  Scotland,  are  made 
subject  and  liable  to  the  same  corruption  of 
blood,  pains,  penalties,  and  forfeitures  as  persons 
convicted  or  attainted  of  high  treascm  in  £ng- 
« land."  And  by  26  Hen.  VIII.  e.  13.  all  per- 
sons  so  convicted,  forfeit  to  the  king  *'  all  such 


it 
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*'  laods^  tenemeqts,  and  hereditaments^  which  they       um. 


^<  shall  have,  of  any  estate  of  inheritance  in  use  or  lorb  awo- 
<'  possession,  by  any  rights  title,  or  means,  within  ^^J['* 
"  this  realm  of  England,  or  elsewhere  within  any  ooMw>ir- 
<<  of  the  king^s  dominions^  at  the  time  of  such 
« treason  committed,  or  any  time  after."  The 
estate  in  question  was  beyond  doubt  an  estate  of 
inheritance,  belonging  to  Sir  WUliam,  and  conse- 
quently forfeited  to  the  king  by  his  attainder.  It 
was  a  real  estate  vested  in  his  person  and  descend^ 
able  to  heirs ;  he  was  the  sole  vassal  of  the  crown 
in  it,  and  if  he  had  died  at  the  faith  and  peace  of 
the  king,  the  next  heir  must  have  made  up  his 
title  by  service  upon  the  brief  of  mort  ancestry  as 
nearest  heir  of  tailzie  to  him,  dying  last  vest  and 
seized  in  the  estate.  The  act  1685,  proves  that 
every  possessor  of  an  entailed  estate  is  ^<  infeft  in 
<*  the  fee  thereof,"  and  this  fee, ,  like  that  of  other 
**  estates  of  inheritance,"  must  be  transmitted  from 
the  dead  to  the  living  by  service. 

fi.  The  act  7  Annas,  in  regard .  to  the  forfeiture 
of  entailed  estates,  excepts  the  issue  of  marriages 
contracted  by  the  attainted  person  before  a  speci- 
fied day ;  plainly  establishing  that  in  any  case  not 
falling  under  the  excepUon,  the  descendants  of  the 
attainted  person  are  equally  affected  by  the  forfei- 
ture ;  and  the  children  of  Sir  William  (who. must 
exclude  the  claimant's  pretensions  as  next  heir  of 
entail)  would  be  in  this  situation. 

BepUedr^3y  the  general  spirit  of  the  law  of 
England,  no  man  forfeited  by  his  crime  what  he 
could  not  alienate  when  of  full  age.  In  this  way, 
although  estates  in  fee  simple  conditional,  were 
forfeitable  for  high  treason  at  common  law,  yet 
when  by  the  statute  of  Westminster  (2  and  IS  Edw. 
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iy^i>       !•)  they  were  entailed  and  unalienable^  they  were 


Law  ABTo-  not  deemed  forfeitable  by  the  treason  of  the  donee, 
^^J,^  except  during  his  own  life,  although  in  the  statute 
aoaj>oK.  there  is  no  express  exemption  of  them  from  such 
forfeiture*  It  was  not  until  the  pdicy  of  law  had 
rendered  them  alienable,  by  the  method  of  dock- 
ing the  entail,  that  such  estates  were  subjected  to 
forfeiture  by  authority  of  Parliament  Bat  there 
is  no  instance  in  the  law  of  England  where  a  per* 
son  could  forfeit  a  greater  estate  for  his  crime  than 
he  could  actually  convey  by  his  deed ;  excepting 
only  under  the  acts  S6  and  Sd  Hen.  VIII.  special* 
ly  designed  to  curb  and  reduce  the  power  of  the 
clergy,  and  which  were  afterwards  modi^ed  by 
5th  and  6th  of  Edw.  VL  c.  11.  whereby  the  for- 
feiture of  an  ecclesiastic  was  restricted  to  his  own 
life  without  prejudice  to  his  successor.  It  is  evi^ 
dent  that  estates  in  Scotland  tailzied  under  the 
act  1685,  are  unalienable,  and  consequently  under 
the  spirit  of  the  English  law,  are  forfeitable  only 
for  the  life  of  the  attainted  person :  which  is  agree- 
able likewise  to  the  recital  of  the  act  1690,  c  SS. 
The  term  *^  estate  of  inheritance"  being  unknown  to 
the  Scotch  law,  ought  not  to  be  stramed  to  infer  a 
forfeiture.    Entailed  estates  in  Scotland  are  no  i 

more  **  estates  of  inheritance*^  within  the  provision 
of  the  26  Henry  VIII.  than  estates  in  England 
limited  to  a  man  for  life  with  remainder  to  his 
sons  in  succession  in  tail,  the  possessiim  of  each 
being  equally  limited  and  the  right  of  the  son  in 
each  case  to  succeed,  equally  indefeasible ;  and  die 
Court  of  Chancery  held  them  to  be  the  same  in 
the  case  of  Colonel  Charteris^  of  Amisfidd.* 

*  A  genera]  reference  was  also  made  to  several  cases  determined 
after  the  Rebellion  in  1715. 
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The  Court,  (l6th  Nov*  1750,)  "  find,  that  Sir 
^  Wyijftm  Gordon,  the  person  attainted,  being  by 
**  the  entail  disabled  from  alieoalttDg  the  estate, 
chargii^  the  same  with  idebts,  or  altering  the 
course  of  succession  in  prgudioe  of  the  cUHnantt 
'  and  the  other  heirs  of  tailzie,  or  from  otherwise 

*  hurting  or  impairing  their  right  or  title  to  tbi; 

<  said  estate  after  his  death,  in  any  manner  of  way 

<  whatsoever ;  that,  therefore,  the  estate  and  ba- 

*  rony  of  Park  is,  by  Sir  William's  attainder,  for- 

<  feited  to  tibe  crown  only  during  his  life ;  and  find 

*  that  l^e  said  John  Gordon,  the  claimant,  hath 

*  rigfat  to  the  estate  after  the  death  of  the  said  Sir 
'  William  G«idan*   And  also  find  that  .the  irritai^ 

*  cy  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  Sir  William 
'  Gordon,  the  attainted  person,  not  having  been  de- 
^  <dared  nor  any  advantage  taisen  of  it  before  the 
^  ifoi&itiiig,   that  atsQ  forfeiture  cannot  be  over- 

*  reached  or  excluded  on  pretence  of  that  trritan- 
^  cy ;  and  dec^n  and  declare  accordingly/' 

An  appeal  was  brought  by  the  Lord  Advocate,  Entered, 
from  this  interlocutor,  so  fer  as  it  finds  that  the  ^^•^*°-^^^^' 
estate  is  forfeifaed  only  during  the  life  of  Sir  Wil- 
liam Gordon. 

A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  John  Gordon,  Entered 
from  the  above  interlocutor,  so  far  as  it  finds  that  ^^  ^®^*  '^* 
the  forfeiture  could  not  foe  excluded  by  the  alleged 
irritancy  committed  in  17^« 

Pleadkdjbr  the  Lard  Advocate, — 1.  The  law  of 

England  concei'ning  treason,  (which  is  now  the  law 

of  Scotland  also,)  makes  every  estate  of  inheritance 

forfeitable  for  high  treason,  without  distinguishing 

whether  it  was  or  was  not  alienable  by  the  consent 

or  deed  cf  the  proprietor ;  and,  as  before  the  act 

of  the  7  Queen  Anne  making  the  laws  of  treason 

2l 
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^75U       the  same  in  both  countries/ eveiy,  estate,  except  en« 
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LOAD  ADvo-  tailed  estates,  was  in  Scotland  already  subject  to 
forfeiture  for  high  treason,  this  act,  unless  it  did  al- 
so subject  tailzied  estates,  operated  nothing  new  in 
respect  to  such  forfeitures. 

>  Q.  Supposing  the  irritancy  had  been  incurred, 
(which  has  not  yet  been  proved,)  the  property  did 
not  thereby  ipso/acto  pass  from  Sir  William  Gor- 
.  don  and  vest  in  the  claimant.  To  operate  such 
transmission,  a  decree  of  declarator  was  necessary, 
and  no  such  decree  having  been  obtained,  nor  even 
action  brought  before  the  attainder,  the  estate  re- 
mained in  Sir  William,  and  therefore  being  by  the 
attainder  forfeited  to  the  crown,  it  is  Bot  now  sub- 
ject to  be  carried  off  on  pretence  of  an  irritancy  so 
long  neglected  to  be  enforced. 

The  claimant  would  derive  no  benefit  from  the 
irritancy,  even  if  it  were  declared,  there  being 
issue  male  existing  of  the  body  of  Sir  William.    . 

Pleaded  for  Mr.  Gordon : — ^The  legal  efiect  of 
an  entail  containing  the  necessary  clauses,  is  to 
prevent  every  heir  of  entail  from  selling,  charging, 
or  encumbering  the  estate  i  and  all  deeds  to  the 
contrary  are  void. 

Although  by  the  act  of  Queen  Anne  for- 
feitures for  high  treason  in  England  are  extended 
to  Scotland,  yet  as  no  estates  can  now  be  created 
in  England,  analogous  to  iheju^  crediti  of  heirs  of 
entail  under  the  act  1685  in  Scotland,  such  rights 
must,  in  applying  to,  them  the  law  of  England,  be 
considered  as  a  limitation  of  particular  estates,  in- 
dependent qf  each  other,  and  consequently  for- 
feitable only  as  bare  freeholds  or  liferents,  and 
not  affected  by  the  acts  of  any  of  the  other  heirs. 
Entailed  estates  in  England,  when  they  were  first 
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made  unalienable  by  the  statute  €le  donis^  were       nu. 
thereby  held  not  to  be  forfeitable  for  high  treason  j  load  asvo- 
and  they  continued  so  until  the  statute  of  the  26th       *^^^" 
of  Henry  VIII.  which  made  them  forfeitable  after     ooaDON. 
they  had  become  alienable. 

It  is  agreeable  to  the  principles  of  natural  justice, 
that  no  man  by  his  crime  should  forfeit  the  right 
of  an  innocent  person,  and  this  is  consonant  both 
to  the  spirit  of  the  law  of  England,  which  never 
allows  a  party  to  forfeit  what  he  cannot  alienate, 
and  to  the  maxims  of  the  law  of  Scotland  declared 
at  the  revolution,  and  embodied  in  the  statute  book 
in  1690. 

2.  In  the  vesting  act,  (20th  Geo.  II.)  there  is 
an  express  saving  of  all  rights  which  were  binding 
on  the  forfeited  persons,  and  might  have  affected 
the  estate  before  the  attainder.  The  right  resulting 
from  the  irritancy  was.  a  right  vested  in  the  clai- 
mant at -the  time  of  the  forfeiture,  as  the  interlo- 
cutor itself  admits.  All  then  that  the  claimant 
omitted,  was  to  follow  out  this  right  with  possession, 
by  a  declarator.  But  as  the  right  is  preserved  by 
the  express  words  of  the  statute,  so  a  remedy  is 
likewise  given  by  the  statute  for  every  right  so  pre- 
served; and,  consequently,  it  is  directly  repug- 
nant to  the  plain  words  and  meaning  of  the  statute, 
to  say  that  the  right  is  barred,  or  the  remedy  taken 
away  by  the  forfeiture  of  Sir  William  Gordon. 

After  hearing  counsel,  the  following  question  le  May  i75i 
was  put  to  the  English  judges  for  their  opinion, 
viz.  •  Supposing  that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  an 

*  estate  tailzie,  with  prohibitive  irritant  and  resolu* 

*  tive  clauses,  is  an  estate  of  inheritance ;  and  sup- 

*  posing  also,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  no  estate 

*  or  interest  was  vested  in  Sir  William  Gordon,  by 
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1751. 

LORD  ABYO- 

CATX 

V, 

OOKDON. 


91  May 


Judgment 


<  virtue  of  the  limitatioDs  in  the  settlement  of  19th 

<  October  1713^  to  the  heirs^male  of  the  body  of 

<  Sir  James  Gordon ;  what  estate  or  interest  in  the 
'  barony  and  lands  in  question  was  forfeited  to  the 
'  crown,  under  the  limitations  of  the  said  settle^ 

<  ment,  by  the  attitinder  of  Sir  William  Grordon  ?* 

<<  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  £x. 
<<  chequer,  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
<*  judges,  as  follows,  viz. 

'  That  the  estate  and  interest  in  the  barony  and 
'  lands  in  question,  which  was  forfeited  to  the 

*  crown,  under  the  limitations  of  the  said  settle^^ 
'  ment,  by  the  attainder  of  Sir  William  Gordon^ 

<  was  not  only  during  the  life  of  Sir  William  Qor- 

<  don,  but  so  long  as  there  shall  be  any  issue  male 

<  of  his  body  which  would  be  inheritable  to  the 

<  estate  tailzie  in  case  he  had  not  been  attainted ; 
'  and  that  the  reversionary  interest  in  the  fee 

*  thereof,  limited  by  the  settlement  to  the  heirs 

<  and  assigns  whatsoever  of  Sir  James  Gordon,  on 

<  failure  of  the  heirs-male  of  the  body  of  Sir  James 

<  Gordon,  and  the  detenmnation  of  the  several 

<  estates  by  the  other  substitutions  therein  con- 

<  tained,  was  also  forfeited ;    supposing  that;  by  - 
'  the  laws  of  Scotiand,  such  reversionary  interest 

'  was  in  Sir  WiQiam  Gordon  at  the  time  of  his  at« 

<  tainder/ 

''  It  is,  after  debate,  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c. 
<<  that  the  first  part  of  the  said  interlocutor,  where- 
'<  by  the  Lords  of  Session  found;  *  that  Sir  William 

*  Gordon,  the  person  attainted,  being,  by  the  en* 

<  tail,  disabled  from  alienating  the  estate,  charging 
'  the  same  with  debts,  or  altering  the  course  of 
'  succession  in  prejudice  of  the  claimant  and  the 
'  other  heirs  of  tailzie,  or  from  otherwise  hurting 
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*  or  impairing  their  rights  title  to  the  said  estate       ly^i- 

*  after  his  death  in  any  manner  of  way  whatsoever ; 
^  that,  therefore,  the  estate  and  barony  ci  Park  is,         «- 
«  by  Sir  WiUiam's  attainder,  forfeited  to  the  crown    *•"''"' 
^  only  during  his  life  ;*  and  find,  <  that  the  said 

*  John  Gordon,  the  claimant,*  hath  right  to  the 

*  said  estate  and  barony  of  Park,  after  the  death  of 

*  the  said  Sir  William  Gordon,  ^  be,  and  the  same 
^*  is  hereby  reversed:  And  it  is  ftirther  ordered 
<<  and  adjudged,  that  the  latter  part  of  the  said 
'*  interlocutor,  whereby  the  Lords  of  Session  found, 

*  that  the  irritancy  alleged  to  be  incurred  by  Sir 
^^  William  Gordon,  the  attainted  person,  not  having 
« been  declared,  nor  no  advantage  taken  of  it  be- 

*  fore  the  forfeiture,  the  forfeiture  cannot  be  over- 

*  reached  or  excluded  on  pretence  of  that  irri- 

*  tancy,'  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed : 
**  And  it  is  also  hereby  declared  and  adjudged, 
^<  that  Sir  William  Gordon,  the  person  attainted, 
<*  being  under  the  settlement  made  by  his  ftither 
^*  Sir  James  Gordon,  in  October  1713,  seized  of 
<<  an  estate  tailzie  in  the  barony  and  estate  of 
<^  Park,  notwithstanding  such  tailzie  was  aflfect- 
^*  ed  with  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses, 
•*  the  said  barony  and  estate  of  Park  did,  by 
*•  virtue  of  the  statute  of  the  7th  of  Queen 
"  Anne,  c*  21,  become  forfeited  to  the  crown, 
"  by  the  said  Sir  William  Gordon's  attainder, 
<*  during  his  life,  and  the  continuance  of  such 
''  issue  male  of  his  body  as  would  have  been  in- 
<'  heritable  to  the  said  estate  tail^  in  case  ^be 
<<  had  not  been  attainted,  and  also  for  such  estite 
^^  and  interest  as  was  vested  in,  or  might  have  been 
"  claimed  by  the  said  Sir  William  Gordon,  by 
^  virtue  of  the  last  limitation  in  the  said  settle- 
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^^^^',      ^^  ment,  to  the  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever  of 
<'  the  said  Sir  James  Gordon,  after  all  the  sub- 
V.         «  stitutions  therein   contained   shall    be   expired 
**  or  determined ;  and  that,  by  virtue  of  the  sub- 
**  stitution  to  the  heir-male  of  the  said  Sir  James 
Gordon's  body  of  his   then  present  marriage^ 
the  respondent,  John  Gordon,  hiath  right  to  suc- 
ceed to  the   said  estate  and  barony  of  Park, 
*^  after  the  death  of  the  said  Sir  William  Gordon, 
**  and  failure  of  such  issue  male  of  his  body  as 
«<  aforesaid,   according  to  the  limitations  in  the 
''  said  settlement :    And  it   is    further  ordered;; 
^*  that  liberty  be  reserved  to  the  crown,  and  also 
"  to  the  said  John  Gordon,  and  any  other  person 
*^  who  may  become  entitled  to  the  said  barony  and 
estate  of  Park  by  virtue  of  any  of  the  said  sub- 
stitution, to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Session,  for 
"  such  further  order  or.  direction  in  the  premises 
**  as  shall  be  just,  as  often  as  any  new  right  shall 
**  accrue  to  them,  respectively,  in  consequence  of 
*'  any  of  the  substitutions  or  limitations  in  the  said 
♦♦  settlement 

For  appellant,  2>.  Eyder,   Wm.  Grants   Wm. 
Murray. 

For  Respondent,  A.  Hume  Campbell,  Bobert 
Craigie,  Alex.  Lockhart. 

Vide  case  between  the  same  parties,  4  Feb.  1754.    btjra. 
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Mrs.  Magdalen  Cochrane,  alias)    .       „  ,,.« 

Kennedy,        -        -  -        j  Appellant;     _1!^ 


KBNNRDY 


Mrs.  Jean  Campbell,  and  Jean^  ^  ,    ,  ^• 

1        j^        t  .  y  MespandentS.     Campbells. 


31  January  1753. 


Husband  and  Wife. — A  man  haying  been  married  privately  to 
A^  and  lived  with  her  as  his  wife  in  public  for  twenty  years^ 
and  procreated  several  children  ;  fi  after  his  death  allied  a 
previous  clandestine  marriage  with  him.  Mutual  declarators 
were  raised,  and  strong  circumstances  adduced  by  B  to  establish 
the  first  marriage ;  yet  as  she  had  entirely  concealed  her  pre- 
tended marriage  during  her  husband's  lifetime^  and  had  seve- 
ral times  been  in  company  with'  him  and  A  together,  anSl 
owned  her  as  his  wife,  it  was  found  that  she  had  not  proved 
her  prior  marriage. 

Personal  Objection. — pROOF.-^In  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  Court  of  Session  found  that  B  was  barred  personali 
exceptione  horn  proving  the  prior  marriage.—- Reversed  of  con- 
Bent.* 


CElohies,  Proqf,  No.  7.     Sup.  V.  789.     Falc.  Mor.  10456.] 

< 

Campbell  of  Carrick  having  been  married  clan- 
destinely to  Jean  Campbell,  (the  respondent,)  did 
for  many  years  live  publicly  with  her  as  his  wife, 
and  four  children  were  born  of  the  marriage.  Be- 
ing killed  at  the  battle  of  Fontenoy,  a  competition 
arose  for  the  status  of  his  wife.  -  The  appellant, 
Mrs.  Kennedy,  being  in  London  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  obtained  letters  of  administration  as  his  wi- 

.  *  This  branch  of  the  case  was  the  subject  of  a  separate  appeal,  the 
repast  of  which  is  embodied  in  the  present  case,  and  the  judgment 
given  in  a  note  on  page  523.  Falconer's  Report  extends  only  to  this 
branch. 
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KENNEDY  fQj.  ^^  pcHsion.  With  the  view  of  contesting  this 
CAMPBELLS.  claiHi,  the  respondent  brought  a  declarator  of  her 
marriage,  libelling  that  she  had  been  married  to 
Carrick  on  the  9  Dec.  1725 ;  and  she  called  the 
appellant  as  a  party.  On  the  other  handy  the  ap- 
pellant likewise  raised  a  declarator  of  marriage,  (to 
which  she  made  the  respondent  a  party,)  setting 
forth  that  she  had  been  privately  married  to  Car- 
rick on  Sd  July  1724. 

In  support  of  the  former  action,  the  respondent 
produced,  1  •  A  certificate  s^ed  by  Mr.  Oeorge 
Bennet,  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  who 
married  her,  and  by  two  witnesses  who  had  been  pre- 
sent at  the  marriage.  2.  Aii  extract  from  the  mi- 
nutes of  the  kirk-session  of  Roseneakh,  instmctuig 
that  on  the  24  March  following,  Mrs.  Carrick  and  the 
respondent  had  appeared  before  the  kirk-session, 
owned  their  irregular  marriage,  produced  the  above 
certificate,  and  having  been  rebuked  by  the  mini- 
ster, had  solemnly  renewed  their  marriage  vows. 
3.  Extract  from  the  parish  registers  of  the  births 
and  burials  of  their  children.  4.  Extract  deed  of 
conveyance  by  Carrick  in  favour  of  trustees  for  his 
creditors,  to  which  the  respondent  was  a  consenting 
party.  S.  Copy  assignment  of  his  pay  in  part  for 
behoof  of  his  creditors,  the  residue  to  be  accoimted 
for  to  himself  or  to  the  resprnideflt  his  wife^  for  the 
use  of  his  family.  6.  Numerous  letters  from  Car- 
rick, *  and  vuious  members  of  his  family,  address- 

*  The  following  letter  wm  dted  as  a  speciiiien.  ^'  My  ever  dear- 
"  est  Jeattie^ — ^ThlSj  if  it  comes  tefe  to  hand,  is  the  fliknreiith  letter  I 
"  have  wrote  to  you,  without  knowing  whether  yen  are  dead  or  aliv9, 
'^  hut  by  second  hand.  This,  if  I  leaMy  Joto  you^  nmal  give  me  tha 
<'  utmost  pain,  which,  as  I  hope  to  see  God  in  inerey,  1  do  sinearcly 
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ed  to  her  as  his  wife.    She  further  proved  by  wit-       ^^^ 
nesses  that  her  marriage  had  never  been  objected    x^nmut 
to  or  questi<H}ed,  although  she  and  Carrick  had  cAiirB«ii.«. 
cohabited  publicly  as  man  and  wife,  from  the  time 
of  its  celebration  in  1725  until  her  husband's  death ; 
during  all  which  time  she  had  been  received  and 
treated  as  his  wife,  not  only  by  all  their  common 
friends,  rdations,  and  acquaintance,  but  even  by 
the  appellant  herself.* 


"  from  the  bottom  of  my  soul,  as  much  as  e^er  husband  lo^ed  a  wife. 

**  This  I  am  deCenniaed  to  do  to  the  last  momeBt  of  my  Ufe^  in  spite 

"  of  all  who  think  otherwise:    If  you  have  heard  Tillaineus  stories  of 

''  me>.  don't  gi^e  ear  to  them^  for  they  must  be  owing  to  a  certain 

''  wretch^  who  deserves  all  the  mischief  in  my  power,  and  whose  face 

*^  rU  never  see :  you  may  guess  who  I  mean.    As  I  am  told,  by  Mr. 

''  Ar^ibald  CampbeU#  that  my  estate  is  sold,  and  there  will  be  some 

"  reversion,  I  hereby  give  a  right  all  the  days  of  your  life  to  reversion, 

''  and  all  my  household  furniture  and  moveables;  and  I  desire  you'll 

**  immediately  cause  Archibald  Campbell  draw  up  a  right  in  form  in 

'^  your  favour,  and  send  it  here  to  me  to  sign,  and  I  shall  return  it  as 

soon  as  possible*    I  send  my  blessing  to  my  child,**  &c. 

"  Clara  Macaulay  deponed,  *^  That  in  the  year  1728,  (her  husband 

being  then  provost  of  Edinburgh,)  the  said  Captain  Campbell  hav« 

^*  ing  been  invited  to  dinner  at  their  house,  he  came  up  in  the  fore- 

^'  noon  to  the  deponent,  and  desired,  as  a  fieivour  of  her,  that  she 

**  would  invite  the  respondent  his  wife,  and  the  appellant  Mrs.  Ken- 

"  nedy,  to  dine  with  her  that  day,  because  he  wanted  to  have  his 

**  wife  made  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Kennedy;  that  the  deponent  did 

<f  invite  the  appellant  and  respondent  accordingly,  who  both  came ; 

*'  and  while  they  were  together.  Captain  Campbell  came  into  the 

**  zoom,  and  in  die  presence  of  Mrs.  Kennedy,  did  treat  the  respon- 

<•  dent  as  his  wife,  and  the  appellant  as  Mrs.  Kennedy;  that  the  de« 

**  ponent  treated  them  so  likewise,  and  that  the  two  ladies  conversed 

**  with  each  other,  and  under  the  characters  of  Lady  Carrick  and 

''  Mis.  Kennedy.**    Mary  Campbell  deponed,  ''  That  soon  after  the 

''respondent's  and  Captain  Campbell's  marriage  broke  out,  they 

''  came  to  the  deponent's  mother^s  house  at  Stirling,  as  husband  and 

''  wife,  whero  they  staid  some  days  and  nights ;  that  during  their 

**  stay,  there  was  one  room  and  bed  prepared  for  them  in  the  said 

"  hoosfl^  whete  she  believes  they  by  ;  that  Mrs.  Kennedy  was  all  the 

'*  time  of  this  visit  in  the  deponent's  mother's  house,  and  had  a  sepa« 

**  rate  room  and  bed  prepared  for  her ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  said 
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^7^'    ,       In  the  appellant's  action,  the  following  interlo- 
KENNBPY    cutor  was  pronounced  :  (23  June  1747-)      "The 
CAMPBELLS.  ^*'  €ommissaries  having  considered  the  libelled  sum- 
1*  mons  with  the  writs  therewith  produced,  de- 
;r  fences  for  the  respondents,  answers,  replies,  and 
duplies,  have  before  answer,  allowed  Mrs.  Mag- 
dalen Cochrane  (appellant)  a  proof  of  her  libel, 
**  and  of  all  facts  and  circumstances  tending  to  in* 
**  fer  the  marriage  libelled ;  and  grant  diligence 
"  accordingly." 

Against  this  interlocutor,  the  respondent  pre- 
sented a  bill  of  advocation,  which  being  refused 

*'  yiBit,  the  appellant  assnmed  the  name  of  Mrs.  Kennedy^  and  was 
*'  treated  by  Captain  Campbell  and  the  family^nder  that  character; 
^'  and  that  the  deponent^  her  mother^  and  the  whole  family^  behaved 
"  to  the  respondent  as  Lady  Carrick/'    Lady  Schaw  deponed^  '^  that 
<<  being  at  Glasgow^  and  hearing  Mrs.  Kennedy  was  there^  the  depo- 
'*  nent  sent  for  her^  and  told  her^  that  she  was  sorry  to  hear  of  her 
''  keeping  a  criminal  correspondence  with  Carrick.    To  which  the 
*'  appellant  answered^  that  as  she  should  answer  to  God^  she  had  no 
**  correspondence  with  Carrick  farther  than  a  kiss  of  civility  when  he 
"  came  to  Edinburgh  or  left  it ;  that  in  her  widowhood  Carrick  had 
"  proposed  marriage  to  her^  which  she  had  agreed  to;  but  he  propos- 
''  ed  first  to  go  home  and  put  his  house  in  order,  after  which  he  was 
'^  to  return  and  marry  her ;  and  in  the  meantime,  when  he  was  at 
''  Roseneath,  he  married  Mrs.  Jean  Campbell ;  and  concluded  with 
"  promising  the  deponent,  that  she  would  never  see  or  entertain  Car* 
"  rick  again."    As  to  Carrick's  sentiment;  on  the  sutject,  it  was  de- 
poned by  Mr.  McMillan,  (a  witness  afterwards  adduced  by  the  appel- 
lant in  the  course  of  the  action  at  her  instance,)  *'  That  Provost 
**  Campbell  and  Carrick  talking  together  concerning  Carrick's  keeping 
**  company  with  the  appellant,  Carrick  promised  the  ProYoet  that  he 
"  would  see  the  appellant  no  more,  and  have  no  further  correspond- 
"  ence  with  her."    Mrs  Sussanna  CampbeU  deponed,  "  That  a  little 
^'  before  Carrick  left  Scotland,  when  he  was  at  Camsail,  (his  own 
'*  house,)  the  deponent  came  into  his  room,  where  she  saw  several 
''  letters  lying,  which  he  threw  into  the  fire,  and  the  deponent  being 
"  asked  what  he  was  then  burning,  he  answered  that  they  were  that 

*'  damned  w Mrs.  Kennedy's  letters ;  and  the  deponent  owning 

''  that  she  had  abstracted  two  of  them,  he  begged  of  her  not  to  show 
''  them  to  the  respondent,  his  wife,  for  that  she  had  got  but  too 
**  mudi  grief  by  letters  of  that  kind  already." 
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by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (Arniston,)  she  reclaimed,       irssi 
and  founding,  on  the  above  evidence  of  marriage/   Kennedy 
and  public  cohabitation  as  married  persons  for  cakpbells. 
twenty  years,  and  especially  on  the  fact  of  their 
havingrepeatedly  been  acknowledged  and  addressed 
as  such  by  the  appellant,  she  maintained  that  undec 
these  circumstances,   and  after  the  death  of  the 
husband,  the  appellant  could  not  be  admitted  tQ 
dispute  her  status  as  his  wife ;  that  she  was  barred 
from  the  proof  of  her  libel  personali  exeeptwnej 
being  by  her  own  showing  particeps  JraudU,  and 
concurring  in  the  criminal  silence  by  which  the 
respondent  had  been  induced  to  believe  herself  a 
lawful  married  wife. 

The  Court  (28  July  174?)  remitted  "  to  the 
<<  commissaries  with  this  instruction,  to  find  that 
<*  Mrs.  Kennedy  is  barred  personali  exceptione 
«  from  being  admitted  to  prove  that  she  was  mai-- 

ried  to  Mr.  Campbell  of  Carrick  before  he  was 

married  to  the  petitioner,  Mrs.  Jean  Campbell.'' 
The  commiss^es,  in  terms  of  this  remit,  dismissed 
the  process  at  the  instance  of  the  appellant ;  and 
in  the  respondent's  action  they  decerned  in  terms 
of  the  libel. 

These  interlocutors  were  (of  consent)  reversed 
upon  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  inter- 
locutor of  the  commissaries  allowing  a  proof  was 
affirmed.* 


*  Appeal  entered,  %S  Nov.  17^7.  Judgment,  6th  Feb.  1749. 
**  The  appellant's  counsel  was  heard  shortly  to  state  the  case,  and 
<f  prayed,  &c.  and  the  counsel  for  the  respondents  being  likewise 
heard,  and  consenting  thereto,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  &c. 
(upon  the  consent  of  the  said  respondents)  that  the  said  interlocu- 
**  tor  of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  the  S8  July  1747,  except  such  part 
"  thereof  as  remits  the  biU  of  advocation  and  cause  back  to  the  com- 
missaries, and  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  in  respect 
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175S.  The  appellant  then  stated,  that  Carrick  had  paid 

his  addresses  to  her  M^hen  they  were  both  very 
young,  but  his  estate  being  encumbered,  he  was 
sent  to  sea,  and  during  his  absence  she  married  and 
became  a  widow :  That  at  his  return  she  was  liv- 
ing in  the  Abbey  of  Paisley  with  her  relative  the 
Esurl  of  Dundonald,  when  he  renewed  his  addresses, 
and  they  were  privately  married  in  the  Abbey,  on 
the  3d  July  1724,  by  Mr.  William  Cockbume,  an 
episcopal  clergyman,  in  the  presence  of  William 
and  Archibald  M^Intyre,  servants  of  Carrick: 
That  Mr.  Cockbume,  lest  he  should  be  punished 
for  the  irregularity,  refused  to  grant  a  certificate, 
but  Carrick  gave  her  a  holograph  writing  (produc- 
ed) in  these  terms :  "  At  Paisley,  the  Sd  of  July 
**  1724 ;  this  day,  I  John  Campbell  of  Carrick,  do 
"  hereby  certify  and  declare  that  I  was  solemnly 
^^  and  lawfully  married  to  Mrs.  Magdalen  Coch- 
*^  rane,  lawful  daughter  of  Alexander  Cochrane  of 
"  Bonshaw,  Esq.  now  my  dear  wife,  as  witness  my 
**  hand,  place  and  date  aforesaid,  John  Campbell  :"* 
That  Carrick's  a£&irs  being  still  embarrassed,  he 
was  apprehensive  that  his  marriage  to  the  appel- 
lant (who  had  a  family,  and  only  L.6OO  of  her 
own)  might  displease  his  relatives,  especially  his 
uncle  Ardkinglass,  on  whom  he  was  extremely 
dependant ;  and  they  therefore  resolved  to  keep  it 


''  thereof  of  the  29  July  1747,  and  alBO  the  two  interlocaton  or  ten- 
**  tences  of  the  comouasaries  in  consequence  thereof,  dated  the  5  and 
**  6  August  1747,  he  and  the  same  are  herehy  reTersed;  and  it  is 
**  further  ordered  and  ac^ttdged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  com- 
'*  missaries  of  the  2S  June  1747  he  and  the  same  is  herehy  affirmed." 
Elchies  remarks,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  was 
"  even  given  up  hy  Mr.  Erskine,  Lady  Carrick's  counsel,  aa  unten- 
''  ahle ;  (as  Mr.  AL  Ross  her  solicitor  wrote.)  How  different  are  the 
''  opinions  of  men  in  this  mortal  state  !** 


KSNKEBT 
.V.  . 
CAMrBSLLS. 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FBOM  SCOTLAND.     5^ 

secret:  That  they  behaved  and  treated  each  other  1753. 
as  husband  and  wife,  in  so  far  as  was  consistent 
with  the  plan  of  secrecy ;  and  she  having  taken  a 
house  in  Edinburgh,  he  lived  with  her  there  as 
often  as  the  duties  of  his  regiment  permitted  him : 
That  notwithstanding  all  their  caution,  the  secret 
transpired,  and  a  rumour  of  the  marriage  was  circu- 
lated in  Paisley  and  the  neighbourhood :  J?hat  to  al- 
lay her  uneasiness  at  the  ccmtinued  concealment  of 
the  marriage,  he  wrote  to  her  this  letter:  "  My  dear 
**  Maudie,  I  am  just  now  in  a  very  great  hurry,  and  I 
<<  beg  you'll  not  be  uneasy,  and  in  a  few  days  I  de** 
^*  sign  myself  the  pleasure  of  seeing  you,  in  order  to 
**  declare  publicly  our  marriage.  I  hope  it  will  be 
*<  to  the  satisfaction  of  us  both.  Sure  I  am  it  will 
'*  be  to  my  dear  Maudie's  most  affectionate  hus- 
*'  band  and  slave,  John  Campbell.  Camsail,  4th 
<^  Nov.  1795.  To  Mrs.  Kennedy,  at  her  house  in 
*«  die  Canongate,  Edinburgh  :"  That  they  conti- 
nued to  correspond  as  husband  and  wife  in  the 
most  affectionate  manner ;  in  proof  of  which  she 
produced  128  letters  from  him,  addressed  to  her 
as  his  wife:  That  when  he  had  unfortunately 
formed  the  connection  with  the  respondent,  he  in- 
formed the  appellant  of  it  in  a  letter  deeply  deplor- 
ing his  guilt,  pleading  in  his  excuse  the  arts  by 
which  he  had  been  ensnared,  acknowledging  the 
injury  he  had  done  to  her,  and  solemnly  declaring 
that  she  alone  was  his  lawful  wife  :*  That,  in  consi- 


*  **  My  dearett  dear,  allow  me  still  to  call  yoa  bo  ;  the  contents  of 

''  this  lettac  will  certainly  astonish  and  confoand  you.    Unable  aa  I 

**  am  either  to  write  or  act  as  I  ought  to  do  with  regard  to  any 

'^  thing,  I  must  acquaint  you  i^th  the  most  melancholy  and  tenible 

"  roisforfale  that  ever  happened  to  man,  who  had  nothing  in  view 

*'  but  to  be  happy,  ii^  doing  all  die  duties  of  a  regardful  and  moat 
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1753.  deration  of  his  excuses,  and  being  over  persuaded 
that  her  claim,  if  then  urged,  i^ight  ruiii  him,  (and 
consequently  his  family,)  and  even  endanger  his 
life,  she  consented  to  delay  until  such  time  as  she 
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^'  affectionate  husband^  to  the  best  and  most  dearly  beloved  of  womeD-; 
"  but  alasj  how  have  I  deprived  myself  of  that  happiness !  How  justly 
''  have  I  forfeited  that  honest  and  sincere  love  I  might  have  expected 
"  from  you^  my  wife,  my  friend,  and  only  joy  in  life,  and  to  which, 
**  from  our  mutual  engagements  and  marriage,  I  had  a  real  title.  Mi- 
"  serable  soul  that  I  am !  I  have  lost  all  hopes  of  comfort,  by  the 
*^  snares  of  a  siUy,  worthless,  and  self-designing  woman,  whose  re- 
**  peated  advances  I  have  always  shunned  as  I  would  have  done  the 
^*  devil,  and  to  whom  I  never  gave  the  least  encouragementi  and  fkt 
*'  less  promises;  yea,  never  thought  of  her ;  yet  alas,  how  shall  I  be 
"  able  to  express  it?  Notwithstanding  of  the  undoubted  just  and  only 
*'  title  you  have  had,  and  always  must  have  to  me,  as  your  husband, 
*'  and  whatever  else  can  be  called  mine,  which  you  can,  when  you 
"  please,  make  appear,  and  at  times  claim  me  as  such,  )  have,  with- 
**  out  giving  myself  time  to  think  seriously,  through  fear  of  disoblig- 
"  ing  the  Duke  of  Argyle  andliis  friends,  plunged  myself  into  the 
"  utmost  misery.  You*ll  by  this  time  guess  what  I  mean.  Alas, 
'^  what  shall  I  say  to  my  dearest  Maudie  ?  Though  my  hands  are 
*'  guilty,  my  heart  is  free.  Oh !  how  shall  I  mention  that  fatal 
"  night,  which  has  been  the  cause  of  all  my  woe,  when  having'drank 
''  to  a  very  great  pitch,  and  sitting  alone  in  the  fields,  that  deceitful 
"  woman,  or  rather  devil,  whom  the  world  now  calls  my  w — e,  and 
who,  on  every  bccasion,  laid  traps  to  ensnare  me,  designedly  threw 
herself  in  my  way.  How  shall  I  tell  you  what  followed  ?  My  spi. 
*'*  rits  fail  me ;  I  sink,  I  can  no  more. — Ruin  and  destruction  to  me, 
"  by  her  ensnaring  insinuations  and  cursed  lewd  behaviour,  and  my 

"  not  being  master  of  myself,  I  did Oh,  how  shall  1  name  it  ? 

**  She  fell  with  child,  which  was  all  the  devil  wanted,  joined  with  her 
"  vicious  inclinations,  to  bring  about  her  own  ends ;  and  in  horror 
"  and  confusion  of  mind,  for  the  reasons  above,  and  to  prevent  my 
"  flying  the  country,  (reasons  too  slight,  nay,  not  to  be  named  when 
*^  seriously  thought  on,)  have  put  myself  in  the  damnable  situation  I 
'<  am  now  in.  Alas,  why  did  I  yield  to  the  fears  of  disobliging  the 
'^  Duke  of  Argyle,  or  any  bad  treatment  I  might  have  met  with  from 
*'  my  uncle,  by  declaring  our  marriage  to  the  world  at  the'  tune  it 
**  happened  ?  Why  did  my  dearest  vnfe  join  with  me  in  being  silent 
" .  in  an  affair  upon  which  our  sole  happiness  in  life  depended  ?  Why, 
"  nothing  but  her  tender  regard  for  her  husband,  and  which,  though 
'<  I  have  no  reason  to  expect  it,  must  be  the  only  cause  I  don*t  meet 
*'  with  her  just  vengeance,  which  I  not  only  deserve,  but  the  curse  of 
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l^ight  make  it- with  less  danger  to  him:  That,  in  17&3. 
the  meantime,  in  their  letters,  they  repeatedly  re-  Kennedy 
Bewed  their  professions  of  love  and  honour,  as 
married  persons,  and  from  time  to  time  communi- 
cated their  marriage  to  several  of  their  friends  :♦ 
That,  in  consequence  of  Carrick's  apprehensions 
from  the  respondent's  relations,  and  the  increasing 
difficulty  of  his  own  affairs,  the  publication  of  their 
marriage  was  delayed  until  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  commissaries  (25  Jan.  1751)  found,  "  that 
'*  Mrs.  Magdalen  Cochrane,  (appellant)  has  not 
"  proved  her  prior  marriage  libelled,  and  therefore 
<^  dismissed  her  process,  and  assoilzied  the  defen- 
<'  ders  ;  and  found  facts,  circumstances  and  qua- 
**  lifications,  as  proven  in  behalf  of  Mrs.  Jean 
"  Campbell,  relevant  to  infer  marriage,  &c.  and 
"  decern."     And  a  bill  of  advocation  was  (19 

**  God,  unless,  by  sincere  repentance,  he  forgive  me.  Alas,  what 
*^  shall  I  do?  May  I,  who,  from  my  distressed  soul,  on  my  knees  beg 
^*  forgiveness,  expect  it  from  injured  innocence,  in  imitation  of  his 
'^  goodness.  Though  you  have  a  soul  noble  and  generous,  I  on  no 
'^  other  account  deserve  it ;  but  alas,  pity  me  who  am  ruined  by  the 
snares  of  a  damnable  deceitful  little  wretch,  and  who  has  brought 
me  under  the  guilt  of  the  roost  inexpressible  piece  of  injustice  to 
*^  the  best  and  most  deserving  wife;  yet  I  must  unalterably  be 
''  yours ;  I  was  so,  I  am  so  to  the  last  moment  of  my  life.  There- 
'^  fore,  O  dearest  and  most  ix^ured  of  women,  let  pe,  from  a  broken 
**  heart,  and  sincere  repentance,  beg  and  conjure  you  to  give  peace  to 
*'  my  troubled  soul,  by  allowing  me  to  see  you,  that  I  may  more  fully 
*^  explain  the  miserable  state  I  am  in.  Grant  me  this  favour,  that  on 
f'  my  knees,  and  with  a  heart  full  of  sorrow  and  contrition,  I  may 
*'  ask  forgiveness.  O  forgive,  if  possible,  your  greatly  distressed  and 
''  most  unhappy  husband,  John  Campbell.  March  1,  1736. 
«'  To  Mrs.  CampbeU  of  Carrick,  at  her  house  at  Edinburgh.'* 
*  Upon  this  particular,  the  respondent  alleged  that  where  the  evi- 
dence was  not  from  the  lips  of  infamous  persons,  the  communications 
spoken  of  had  not  been  made  imtil  many  years  after  the  alleged  mar- 
riage, and  under  oaths  of  the  most  inviolable  secrecy. 
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175S.      June)  refused  by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  after  advising 
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with  /the  Lords. 

The  i^peal  was  brought  from  the  interlocutors 
Entered  96  of  the  25  Jan.  and  19  June  1751. 
Not.  1751.  Pleaded j^or  the  Appellant : — ^Marriage  is  a  coa- 
tract  indissoluble  by  the  consent  of  parties.  If 
properly  proved,  no  court  of  law  can  withhold  its 
legal  effects ;  and  duni^  its  subsistence,  neither 
party  can  contract  a  second  marriage ;  any  attempt 
to  do  so  must  be  an  absolute  nullity.  No  such  second 
marriage,  in  whatever  manner  contracted,  and  at- 
tended with  whatever  circumstances,  can  be  a  bar 
to  establishing  the  fact  of  the  prior  marriage.  Thcs 
is  the  law  of  En^and  as  well  as  Scotland. 

If  the  appellant's  marriage  be  proved,  no  subse- 
quent conduct  on  her  part  can  annihilate  it,  or 
have  the  effect  to  make  the  respondent  the  lawful 
wife  of  Carrick,  who  was  the  lawful  husband  of 
the  appellant  And  the  appellant  has  proved  in 
the  clearest  manner  her  marriage. 

It  is  said  that  the  respondent's  marriage  is  com- 
pletely  established ;  but  by  the  previous  marriage 
to  the  appellant,  any  other  marriage  was  rendered 
absolutely  impossible  in  law.  The  evidence  may 
prove  polygamy  against  Carrick,  but  it  cannot 
prove  that  th^  appellant  ceased  to  be,  or  that  the 
respondent  became,  his  lawfid  wife. 

The  respondent  has  brought  no  proof  of  a  mar- 
riage ;  she  does  not  even  say  where  it  was  solemn- 
ized, for  in  her  libel  it  is  only  said,  *'  that  she  was 
'*  married  near  by  the  house  of  her  parents,  in  the 
^<  parish  of  Roseneath,"  which  is  in  the  highlands ; 
and  yet  the  witnesses,  who  are  the  same  as  those 
present  at  the  appellant's  marriage,  assume  their 
lowland  name  of  Wright,  instead  of  their  ordinary 
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name  of  M'Intyrie.  These  individuals  lived  at  Rose-  ^^^^' 
Death,  where  the  Highlsmd  language  was  spoken,  ^^^J^^^^ 
and  where  they  always  went  by  that  naipe;  so  that  campbkll. 
if  they  had  been  witnesses  to  the  respondent's  mar- 
riage, and  had  subscribed  her  pretended  certificate, 
they  must  have  done  .it  in  the  name  of  Archibald 
and  William  M^Intyre,  and  not  in  their  lowland 
name  of  Wright.  .  And  as  to  the  farce  of  the  rebuke 
before  the  kirk-session,  it  is  hard  to  understand  how 
it  could  constitute  a  marriage,  or  be  a  renewal  of  a 
marriage  vow,  so  as  to  be  equivalent  to  marriage. 
There  can  be  no  instance  fQund  in  Scotland  where  a 
gentleman  an4  h^  lady  were  rebuked  by  a  kirk- 
session  for  a  clandestine  or  irregular  marriage.  And 
the  real  object  gf  this  rebuke  was  what  had  passed 
in  the  fields,  when  t)ie  parties  had  sexual  intercourse 
together.  The  proof  the  appellant,  has  led  is  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  that  marriage ;  and  this  effect 
ought  equally  to  ho][d  where  a  competition  of  one 
marriage  with  another  takes, place,  although  iJie 
result  may  be  to  dis£|.nnul  that  marriage ;  because 
law  makes  no  difference  in  a  proof  of  marriage  in  a 
case  where  there  is  a  competition  and  where  there 
is  none.  And  no  .exceptiopi  can  possibly  take  place 
on  the  ground  of  ea?ceptip  dcli^  because  she  was  not 
the  author  of  t^at  dole,  nor  of  that  silence,  on  the 
subject  of  her  marriage,  of  which  the  respondent  is 
pleased  to  take  advantage.  She  was  forced  into 
this  against  her  inclinations  and  will.  And  had  she 
heard  of  the  proclamation  of  banns  of  the  respon- 
dent's marriage  with  Campbell  of  Cairick,  she  would 
have  opposed  them,  as  an  outrage  done  to  her  pre- 
ferable claims. 

Pleaded  for  the  Mespondent: — The  respondent's 
marriage  stands  authentically  proved  by  the  certifi- 

2  M 
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^7^3.  cate  of  the  minister  who  married  her  to  Captain 
KENNEDY  Campbcll,  the  declaration  of  the  witnesses  present, 
CAMPBELL,  the  renewal  of  the  marriage  vows,  and  promise  of 
adherence,  before  the  minister  and  the  kirk-session 
of  Roseneath,  their  long  and  public  cohabitation, 
and  procreation  of  children,  as  husband  and  wife, 
their  being  acknowledged  and  treated  as  such,  bj 
all  the  captain's  family,  and  people  of  fashion  in  the 
country  where  they  dwelt,  and  by  numerous  letters 
and  acknowledgments.  The  marriage  thus  consti- 
tuted must  prevail  over  one  defectively  constituted. 
In  regard  to  the  appellant's  marriage,  the  paper  of 
3d  July  1724,  signed  by  Captain  Campbell,  is  not 
signed  by  any  minister  or  witnesses.  Of  the  two 
surviving  witnesses  who  were  present  on  that  occa- 
sion, the  one  knows  nothing  of  the  matter,  and  the 
other  swears  that  he  never  heard  of  it  but  from  the 
appellant.  And  those  witnesses  that  are  adduced  to 
prove  Campbell's  acknowledgment,  one  is  contra- 
dicted by  five  others  in  a  most  material  part,  and 
the  other  is  certified  to  be  infamous.  But  whatever 
be  the  force  and  effect  of  this  evidence,  this  is  clear, 
that  whatever  proof  attended  with  consummation 
and  cohabitation  might  be  deemed  sufficient,  where 
both  parties  are  free,  yet  where  there  is  a  competi- 
tion, nothing  less  than  the  most  pregnant  proof  is 
sufficient  to  annul  a  subsequent  marriage  duly  prov- 
ed, completed  by  cohabitation,  and  every  other  ne- 
cessary act.  This  rule  is  undoubted ;  and  it  holds 
with  double  force  where  the  appellant  has  not  only 
lain  by  with  her  claim  for  twenty  years  together, 
but  has  also  acknowledged  the  other  lady  to  be  the 
real  wife. 

After  hearing  counsel  it  was 
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Ordered  and  adfudgedy  that  the  said  petition  and      '^76s. 
appeal  be  and  is  hereby  dismissed  this  House ;    kbnnedy 
and  that  the  said  interlocutors  and  final  decreet  campbbll. 
or  sentence  of  the  Commissaries  therein  com- 
plained   qf  be^  and  the  same  are  her  Ay  c^ 
firmed. 

For  Appellants,   W.  Murray ^  G.  Hay. 

For  the  Respondent,  AL  Forrestery  C.  Yorke. 

Note.  Professor  Bell  states,  that  the  Court  of  Session  affirmed 
the  sentence  of  the  Commissaries  on  questionable  grounds;  and 
that  the  judgment,  when  taken  to  the  House  of  Lords,  was 
affirmed  only  on  an  arrangement  between  the  parties. — Bell's 
niust  Tol.  iL  p.  248.  The  journals  of  the  House  of  Lords  do 
not  bear  any  evidence  of  this  arrangement ;  but  state,  that  coun« 
sel  on  both  sides  were  heard  for  three  days,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment proceeded  on  due  consideration  had  of  what  was  said  on 
either  side.  Perhaps  the  arrangement  had  reference  to  the  pre- 
rious  part  of  the  case  appealed,  on  the  point,  whether  there  should 
be  a  proof  before  answer ;  in  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session  was  reversed  of  consent:  But  in  the  appeal  of  the  final 
decision  of  the  cause,  the  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Lords  were 
as  follow :     f  Journals,  vol.  xxviii.  p.  9.) 

19th  January  1753.  **  A  petition  of  Magdalen  Campbell 
was  presented  to  the  House  and  read,  setting  forth,  *  That  the 
petitioner's  agent  being  out  of  town,  she  did  not  know  till  last 
Wednesday  afternoon  that  her  appeal,  in  which  Jean  Campbell 
is  respondent,  stood  appointed  for  this  day ;'  and  praying,  '  in 
regard  the  petitioner's  counsel  are  not  prepared  to  attend  this 
day,  that  the  hearing  of  the  said  cause  may  be  put  off  for  a 
weeiCs 

*'  And  thereupon  the  agents  on  both  sides  were  called  on  and 
heard  at  the  bar.  And  being  withdrawn : — Ordered  that  the 
hearing  of  the  said  cause  be  put  off  to  this  day  seven-night ;  and 
the  other  cause  removed,  to  come  on  in  course."    At  p.  12. 

26th  January  1753.  **  After  hearing  counsel  in  part  upon  the 
amended  petition  and  appeal  of  Magdalen  Cochran  alias  Camp- 
bell, widow  and  administratrix  of  Captain  John  Campbell  of 
Carrick  deceased,  and  Alexander  and  Archibald  Stevenson,  con- 
junct proenrators  fiscal  of  Court,  to  which  Jean  Campbell  and 
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1753.       her  dau^ter  are  respondents : — ^It  is  ordered,  That  the  finriher 
KENNEDY     hearing  of  the  said  cause  be  adjourned  to  Monday  next ;  and 
^'  that  the  counsel  be  called  in  precisely  at  one  o'clock ;  and  that 

the  other  cause  be  remoyed  of  course.'' 

31st  January  1 753.  '^  Aft^er  hearing  counsel,  as  well  on  'Friday 
and  Monday  last  as  this  day,  upon  the  amended  petition  and 
appeal  of  Magdalen  Cochran  otherwise  Campbell,  widow  and 
administratrix  of  Captain  John  Campbell  of  Carrick  deceased, 
and  Alexander  and  Archibald  Stevensons,  conjunct  procurators 
fiscal  of  Court ;  complaining  of  an  interlocutor  of  the  Commis- 
saries of  Edinburgh  of  the  25th  January  1751,  and  of  an  inter- 
locutor of  the  Lords  of  Session  in  Scotland  of  the  19th  June  1751, 
and  of  the  final  decreet  or  sentence  of  the  said  Commissaries,  in 
consequenee  and  conformable  :to  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  said 
25th  January  1751,  made  on  behalf  of  Mrs  Jean  Campbell,  pray- 
ing, *  That  the  same  might  be  reversed  and  set  aside;  and  that 
the  said  Lords  of  Session  might  be  directed  to  resume  the  ap- 
pellant's bill  of  advocation,  and  remit  the  cause  to  the  said  Com- 
missaries ;  and  that  such  relief  might  be  granted  to  the  appellant 
as  to  this  House,  in  their  great  justice  and  wisdom,  should  seem 
meet.'  As  also  upon  answer  of  the  said  Jean  Campbell,  relict  of 
Captain  John  Campbell  of  Carrick,  and  Jean  Campbell,  only  child 
now  in  life  procreated  of  the  marriage  between  the  said  Captain 
John  Campbell  and  the  said  Jean  Campbell  his  spouse,  put  in  to 
the  said  appeal;  and  due  consideration  had  of  what  was  offered 
on  either  side  in  this  cause.:  It  is  ordered  and -adjudged  that  the 
said  petition  and  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  the  interlocutors  be 
affirmed,"* 

*'  Ordered,  That  the  Judges  do  prepare  and  bring  in  a  bill,  for 
the  better  preventing  of  clandestine  marriages." 

See  Wilson  and  Shaw's  Appeal  Cases,  vol.  iii.  p.  135  (note) ; 
this  last  paragraph  is  made  erroneously  to  apply  to  the  proceed^ 
ings  in  ihejlrst  appeal. 
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[Mor.  10662.] 

Mrs  Jacobina  Clarke,   .        .        Appellant.  .       ^^^J^ 
The  Earl  of  Home,    .         .        .    Respondent.  v. 

BARLOF  HOME. 

House  of  Lords,  16^  AprU^  1753. 

Pbxscbiption  of  Adjudication. — Held  that  adjadication  with 
charter  and  infeftment  were  not  sufficient  to  save  from  the  ne- 
gative and  positive  prescription,  no  possession  having  followed 
of  the  lands  adjudged^  these  having  never  been  out  of  the  pro- 
prietor's possession;  and  possession  of  a  part  not  being  suffi- 
cient to  interrupt  pi^pscriptioB  as  to  the  whole,  but  only  the 
part  so  possessed. 

William  Trotter  granted  a  bond  to  Gilbert  No.  QQ. 
Clark  for  4000  merks,  payable  to  him,  ''  his  heirs, 
'^  executors,  and  assigns,"  upon  which  action  was 
raised  for  payment,  first  against  Helen  Trotter,  the 
executrix  of  the  grantor,  and  inhibition  used  there- 
on in  1662.  (jilbert  Clark  dying,  a  new  suit  was 
brought  by  his  executors  in  1691  against  John  Fow-  1550. 
lis,  the  grandson  and  heir  of  Helen  Trotter,  who  in 
the  mean  time  had  died.  Defepces  were  given  in  to 
this  action;  but  being  overruled,  the  defender  re- 
nounced, and  decree  assoilzieiilg  him  from  the  passive 
titles  was  pronounced,  but  decerning  against  him 
cognitionis  causa  tantuniy  to  the  effect  that  the  said 
David  Clarke  (appellant's  father)  might  have  pro- 
cess, and  action  of  adjudication,  and  others  com- 
petent, contra  hereditatem  jacentem  et  bona  mcbUia^ 
Upon  this  adjudication  was  led,  by  which  a  decree 
of  apprising,  dated  Feb.  7,  1655,  obtained  by  Helen 
Trotter  and  John  Fowlis,  her  husband,  against  James, 
late  Earl  of  Home,  for  a  debt  due  by  him  to  her, 
amounting  to  L.1286, 13s.  4d.,  was  adjudged;  decern- 
ing and  ordaining  the  said  decree  of  apprising  to 
belong  to  him,  the  said  David  Clark;  and  the  present 
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1753. 


CLARKE 


action  of  maills  and  duties  was  now  brought  against 
»?""     the  present  Earl  of  Home,  respondent,  whose  lands 

EARLOFHOMB.[jg^^  beeu  adjudged  by  that  apprising.  The  defence 
stated  was,  that  no  demand  having  been  made  on  the 
original  bond  from  1644  to  1691,  for  more  than  forty 
years,  the  debt  was  prescribed.  Reply  that  proceed- 
ings had  followed  on  the  debt,  which  was  sufficient  to 
interrupt  prescription.  In  particular  that  the  inhibi- 
tion in  1652  had  been  used,  and  that  David  Clark  was 
a  minor  from  1654  to  1670,  and  that  an  adjudication 
had  followed  thereon  of  Helen  Trotter's  apprising, 
into  which  the  debt  was  now  merged.  Duply:  As- 
suming this  debt  to  be  now  merged  in  the  apprising 
which  was  adjudged,  this  apprising  was  prescribed; 
and  if  the  apprising  was  prescribed,  so  was  the  debt 
which  it  secured;  and  the  Earl  pleaded  the  positive 
prescription  as  to  his  own  titles,  and  the  negative 
prescription  as  to  that  part  of  Helen  Trotter's  ap- 
prising adjudged  by  the  pursuer  —  no  possession 
having  followed  upon  it  to  make  it  effectual,  as  the 
Earl  and  his  ancestors  had  never  lost  possession  of 
the  lands  so  apprised,  but  retained  the  whole  all  along. 
Answered: — Although  Helen  Trotter  had  no  pos- 
session herself  under  her  apprising,  yet  she  had  been 
infeft,  and  had  conveyed  part  of  the  apprising  to 
Trotter  of  Chester  Hall,  and  part  to  Gibson  of  Durie, 
whose  rights  had  been  ratified  by  the  Earl  of  Home, 
and  whose  possession  of  the  lands  apprised  was  suffi- 
cient to  interrupt  prescription  as  to  the  whole,  which 
principle  must  govern  in  order  to  get  quit  of  the  ano- 
maly of  a  right  being  retained  in  part,  and  lost  in  part. 

No^v^ember  20,  The  Court  "  found  that  the  said  Jacobina  Clarke 
"  (the  pursuer)  has  not  proved  her  reply  of  interrup- 
"  tion,  and  therefore  sustained  the  defence  of  pre- 
"  scription." 
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On  second  petition  the  Court  adhered ;  and  in  pur-     '  ^7^^-     , 
suance  of  a  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary,  assoilzied     ^^^^^ 
the  defenders,  and  decerned.  e^rlofhoub. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  January  27, 

brought.  Februaiy  11. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant : —The  appellant's  right  1747-8. 
to  the  incumbrance  is  completely  established  by 
the  adjudication  of  the  decree  of  apprising,  to  which 
therefore  no  objection  lies  in  so  far  as  the  title  is 
concerned.  With  regard  to  the  negative  prescription, 
which  is  the  main  objection  stated  to  the  apprising, 
as  the  ground  of  the  present  demand,  all  that  by  law 
is  necessary  to  interrupt  prescription,  and  to  elide 
the  plea,  is,  that  a  document  be  taken  on  the  right 
demanded,  and  against  which  prescription  is  pleaded. 
In  the  present  case  document  has  been  taken  on  the 
debt, — ^an  adjudication  has  been  led  of  an  apprising, 
upon  which  infeftment  and  possession  have  followed, 
and  although  this  apprising  was  a  right  in  security 
for  payment  of,  the  debt,  redeemable  at  any  time 
within  the  legal,  yet  after  the  expiry  of  the  legal  it 
was  converted  into  an  absolute  right  in  Helen  Trot- 
ter. Helen  Trotter  conveyed  part  to  George  Trotter, 
who,  upon  the  title,  possessed  part  of  the  lands  con- 
tained in  the  apprising,  which  possession  was  suffi- 
cient to  interrupt  prescription  as  to  the  whole.  Also 
document  was  taken  otherwise,  sufficient  to  inter- 
rupt prescription,  for  by  disposition  granted  by  Helen 
Trotter  to  John  Gibson,  the  entire  apprising  is  con- 
veyed, reserving  a  power  to  dispone  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, to  the  executors  of  Gilbert  Clarke,  and  also  by 
a  contract  executed  in  1716  by  the  Earl's  ancestors, 
with  Gibson  of  Durie  the  faculty  or  power  above  re- 
served to  Helen  Trotter,  was  expressly  considered  as 
a  subsisting  right,  and  the  disposition  by  Gibson  of 
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^^^^'     .  Durie  to  the  Earl  is  gi'antedj  subject  to  and  under 
CLARKE     burden  of  this  faculty  and  power  in  &vour  of  Helen 
BittL  OP  HOMB.  Trotter.     All  which,  with  possession  thereon,  were 
sufficient  to  elide  prescription. 

Pleaded  by  the  Mespondent: — Helen  Trotter^s  ap- 
prising of  the  defender's  whole  estate,  upon  which 
charter  followed,  was  either  an  absolute  right  of  pro- 
perty to  that  whole  estate,  or  is  no  right  at  all.  It 
could  not  be  an  absolute  right,  because  it  was  a  mere 
right  in  security,  taken  in  legal  coui'Se  of  diligence,  to 
secure  payment  of  the  bond;  but  this  right  was  re- 
deemable at  any  time  within  the  legal ;  and  the  ad- 
judication itself  is  now  prescribed,  and  good  for  no- 
thing. The  respondent's  right  in  the  "whole  estate 
adjudged,  which  has  never  been  out  of  his  or  his  an- 
cestors' possession,  is  fortified  J)y  the  positive  prescrip- 
tion, in  terms  of  tte  statute  1617.  He  produces  a 
regular  title  so  far  back  as  1638,  under  which  he  and 
his  predecessors  have  continued  in  the  uninterrupted 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  by  the  statute  is  a  title 
which  totally  bars  every  challenge.  If  therefore 
Helen  Trotter's  apprising  is  to  be  considered  as  only 
a  claim  of  debt,  every  action'  competent,  eo  nomine^ 
would  be  cut  off  by  the  negative  prescription.  The 
possession  had  by  Mortonhall  of  the  lands  of  Fogo 
andf  Sisterpath,  and  by  Gibson  of  Diuie  of  the  lands 
of  Longbirgham,  is  no  interruption  either  of  the  ne- 
gative or  positive  prescription.  Their  possession 
could  be  only  attributable  to  the  debt,  and  if  the 
right  itself  is  prescribed,  the  possession  had  upon  it 
will  be  unavailing.  But  supposing  it  availing,  it 
would  not  follow  that  this  possession  was  good  for 
the  whole.  They  each  purchased  certain  shares  only 
of  the  apprising,  and  each  possessed  on  his  own 
right.    They  had  no  connection  with  Helen  Trotter, 
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and  therefore  their  possession,  at  the  utmost,  could      ^7^^- 
only  be  good  for  their  own  part.  clarkb 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  barlofhome. 

Ordered  and  adjudged^  Thai  the  interlocutors  com- 
plained of  by  the  original  and  amended  appeal  of 
the  said  Jacobina  Clarke  be^  and  the  same  are 
hereby^  affirmed^  concept  as  to  such  part  of  the  lands 
of  Longbirgham  as  were  allotted  and  disponed  to 
Alexander^  Earl  of  Home^  by  the  contract  and  dis- 
position between  the  said  Earl  Aledeander  and  Crib- 
son  ofDmie^  datedthe  27th  day  of  January  1716; 
and  that  as  to  such  part  of  the  said  lands^  the  said 
interlocutors  be  reversed^  and  the  defence  of  pre- 
scription be  repelled.  And  it  is  hereby  declared^ 
that  the  apprising  in  question  is  a  subsisting  dili- 
gence as  to  that  part  of  the  said  lands  of  Long- 
birgham.  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged^ 
that  the  mails  and  duties  of  that  part  of  the  said 
lands  be  subject  thereto^  and  that  same  be  applied 
accordingly;  and  thai  the  accompt  to  be  taken  of 
the  annual  rent  or  interest  of  the  principal  sum  of 
Jour  thousand  merks^  claimed  by  the  appellant^  be 
not  carried  farther  back  than^  but  restricted  to  com- 
'  mence  from  the  term  of  the  first  citation  in  this 
cazcse.  And  as  to  the  several  interlocutors  com- 
plained  of  in  the  said  cross-appeal,  it  is  hereby 
farther  ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  samCy  so  far 
as  they  are  not  hereby  reversed y  be  affirmed.  And 
it  is  hereby  furth&r  ordered  that  the  said  Lords  of 
Session  do  give  the  proper  directions  for  carrying 
the  judgment  into  ea?ecution. 

For  the  Appellant,  A.  Hume  CampbeUy  George 

Brown. 
For  the  Respondent,  W.  Murray,  Alear.  Lockhart. 
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^7^^-        Charles  Mercer,  second  son  of  Sir  |    .      ,, 
HBRCB&  Lawrence  Mercer,         .         .  )     ^^ 

Vm  

BIS  majesty's  His  Majesty's  Advocate,  .  Respondent, 


House  of  Lords,  14tth  May^  1753. 

Entail. — Forfbiturr. — Held  that  the  appeUant  was  not  en- 
titled to  claim  his  brother's  forfeited  estate,  he  not  being  an 
heir-substitute,  but  an  heir  male,  of  the  marriage  under  the 
investitures.  And  that  the  deed  he  founded  on  not  containing 
prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolutiye  danses,  nor  recorded,  could 
not  support  his  claim. 

No.  100.  Sir  Lawrence  Mercer  of  Lethindj  was  attainted 
for  high  treason  in  1746,  and  the  estate  forfeited  to 
the  Crown. 

The  appellant,  his  brother,  made  his  claim  to  the 
estate  in  terms  of  the  vesting  act,  on  the  ground  that 
the  attainder  could  not  affect  him,  or  bar  his  rights 
as  substitute,  under  the  investitures  of  the  estate. 

The  investitures  stood  thus: — Their  father.  Sir 
April  20,  Lawrence,  the  elder,  by  contract  of  marriage  entered 
into  by  him  and  his  wife,  became  bound  to  resign 
his  lands  and  his  estate  of  Lethindy  in  £Eivour  of  him- 
self and  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreated  betwixt  him 
and  his  said  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  &c., 
which  £sdling,  to  his  other  heirs  of  tailzie  and  provi- 
sion specified  in  a  writ  to  be  granted. 
May  24, 1722.  In  implement  of  this  obligation,  and  of  this  date, 
he  executed  a  deed  of  entail  containing  a  destination 
'*  in  favour  of  himself  and  the  heirs  male  or  female 
**  of  the  second  marriage,"  the  eldest  heir  female  al- 
ways succeeding  without  division,  whom  failing,  the 
issue  male,  and  failing  them,  the  issue  female  of  Jean 
Mercer,  his  own  eldest  daughter  of  his  first  marriage. 


ADTOCATS. 

Jan.  26,1726. 
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with  several  substitutions  over.  And  of  this  date  he  ^763. 
granted  a  procuratory  for  resigning  the  estate  of  Le-  "»»ce] 
thindy,  and  the  other  entailed  lands,  for  new  infeft-  his  hajbstt's 
ments  to  be  granted  thereof  ''  to  himself  and  Law- 
rence Mercer,  his  eldest  son,  procreated  of  the  said 
marriage  betwixt  him  and  dame  Christian  Kinlock, 
''  and  the  longest  liver  of  them  two,  in  conjunct  fee ; 
''  and  &iling  the  longest  liver  of  them  by  decease,  to 
"  the  heirs  of  the  said  Lawrence  Mercer's  body,  whom 
''  failing,  to  Charles  Mercer  his  second  son,  and  the 
"  heirs  of  his  body."  This  deed  bore  to  be  granted 
under  the  limitations  of  the  previous  entail.  It  did 
not  specially  enumerate  the  prohibitory,  irritant,  and 
resolutive  clauses  thereof,  but  only  bore  a  reference 
to  them.  Infeftment  followed,  and  the  infeftment 
was  recorded.  Of  this  marriage  with  Lady  Kinloch 
there  were  three  sons«  Lawrence,  afterwards  Sir  Law- 
rence the  attidnted  person,  Charles  the  claimant,  and 
Robert. 

The  appellant,  Charles  Mercer,  on  his  elder  broth- 
er's attainder,  pleaded,  that,  by  the  last  mention- 
ed deed,  there  was  a  distinct  and  independent  sub- 
stitution or  limitation  over,  of  the  succession  to  the 
entailed  estate,  after  failure  of  his  elder  brother 
Lawrence  Mercer,  and  the  issue  male  of  his  body,  to 
the  appellant  by  name;  and  as  Lawrence  died  with- 
out issue,  the  estate  tail,  which  was  vested  in  him,  de- 
volved by  that  destination  on  him  as  substitute,  and 
therefore  the  attainder  of  his  brother  could  not  affect 
the  right  so  conferred.  To  this  it  was  answered* 
that,  by  the  act  1685  concerning  entails,  "  It  is  de- 
''  clared  that  such  tailzie  shall  only  be  allowed,  in 
''  which  the  irritant  and  resolutive  dames  are  insert  in 
the  procuratori^s  of  resignation^  charters,  precepts 
and  instruments  of  sasinef  and  the  original  tailzie 
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1763.      itself  recorded.     But  as  the  latter  deed  of  1726,  un- 


MBBOfiR    ^QY  which  the  appellant  claims,  neither  contained  the 

HIS  majesty's  irritant  or  resolative  clauses  of  a  strict  entail,  nor 

was  recorded,  both  of  which  the  said  act  required, 

the  apfpellant  could  not  claim. 

July  1, 1752.     The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — **  Find, 

that  the  deed  of  entail  in  the-  year  1725,  under 

which  the  claimant,  Charles  M^cer,  claims  the 

''  lands  and  barony  of  Lethindy,  and  others  mention- 

"  ed  in  the  claim,  not  having  been  recorded  in  terms 

**  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  1685,  is  therefore  void 

and  null,  and  no  claim  can  be  sustained  thereon; 

and  therefore  dismiss  the  said  claim,  and  decern." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 

brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — ^The  two  deeds  of 
1 722  and  1 725  make  but  one  settlement,  the  latter 
being  only  explanatory  of  the  former,  and  the  same 
lines  of  heirs  to  take  in  both.  Although,  therefore, 
there  be  no  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses 
in  the  latter  deed,  yet,  as  it  is  made  with  reference 
to  the  former,  the  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive 
clauses  must  be  held  a^  incorporated  therein.  And 
if  this  result  be  conceded,  it  will  be  found  that  all 
the  directions  of  the  Act  1685  have  been  complied 
with,  namely,  that  the  entail  contains  the  usual  pro- 
hibitive and  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses,  and  that 
it  has  been  registered  as  the  Act  requires.  Nor  was 
the  varying  of  the  general  limitation  to  Sir  Lawrence 
Mercer,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  marriage  in  the 
first  deed,  to  that  of  conjunct  fee  in  him  and  his 
eldest  son,  Lawrence  Mercer,  with  a  substitution 
over  to  the  appellant,  in  the  second  deed^  such  an  alter- 
ation, as  made  a  second  registration  necessary.  This 
right  of  substitution  conferred  on  him  by  his  father. 
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could  not  be  cut  off  by  the  attainder  of  his  brother.      ^^^'    . 
That  this  forfeiture  could  only  affect  his  brother  and     ^^^^^^ 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  but  not  the  substitutes.  his  majesty's 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — By  the  entail  1722, 
the  estate  claimed  by  the  appellant  is  settled  upon 
Sir  Lawrence  Mercer,  and  the  heirs  male  procreate, 
or  to  be  procreate,  between  him.  and  Christian  Kin- 
loch,  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  with  se- 
veral substitutions  over.    And  Lawrence  Mercor.  the 
attainted  person,  having  taken  the  estate  under  the 
limitation  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  marriage,  he  was 
seized  of  the  estate  tail;  and  that  whole  estate  being 
by  his  attainder  forfeited  to  his  Majjesty,  the  appel- 
lant, who  cannot  claim  as  a  substitute,  because  he  is 
not  such,  but  only  an  heir  male  of  the  marriage,  is 
excluded;  and  the  whole  estate,  therefore,  having 
been  vested  in  Lawrence  Mer/cer  as  heir  male  of  the  . 
marriage,  has  now  been .  forfeited  by  his  attainder. 
Besides,  the  deed  oa  whidi  the  appellant  founds  that 
he  is  substitute!  is  void  and  null  as  an  entail,  because 
it  does  not  contain  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses, 
nor  was  it  produced  judicially  before  the  Lords  of 
Session,  nor  recorded*  . 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  said  appeal   be 
dismissed,  and  thai  the  said  interhctUars  there- 
in  complained  qf  be^  and  the  same  are  hereby, 
affirmed, 

For  the  Appellant,  Ale^.  Lockhart^  Al.  Forrester. 

For  the  Respondent,  Sir  D.  Ryder,  Attomey-Ge" 
neral,  Wm.  Grard,  W.  Murray,  SoUdtor-Oeneral  qf 
England. 

Note, — Vide  Elchie's  Notes,  p.  461.  The  case  of  Gordon  of 
Park  was  chiefly  relied  on  hy  the  appellant.  Vid€  p.  508, 
Craigie  and  Stewart's  Reports. 


n 
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^^^^'      Grizel  Craik,  daughter  of  Adam  ) 

Craik,    and  grand^iaughter   of  [  Appellant. 
WilUam  Craik,  -        -         ) 


V, 
CRAIX. 


^^Mk^  dai^hter  of  William  |  j^^^^^j^^ 
House  of  Lords,  2\st  May  1753. 

Mabbiags  Contract — Powsbs  of  Fatbbr — Fiar — Res  ju- 
dicata.^— Held  wheie  a  &ther  had  bound  himself  by  the  mar- 
riage contract  to  conyey  his  estate  to  the  heirs  male  of  the 
marriage,  this  did  not  prevent  him  from  making  an  entail  in 
faTonr  of  the  heir  male  and  series  of  substitutes.  Circumstances 
in  which  points  raised  were  rei  judicata. 

No.  101.     WiLUAM  Craik  of  Duchrae,  on  his  marriage  with 

Grizel  Wallace,  his  first  wife,  entered  into  artides 

Feb.  1710.  of  marriage,  whereby  he  bound  himself  to  secure  to 

'*  himself  and  the  heirs  male  of  that  marriage,  the 

'*  said  lands  and  barony  of  Duchrae." 

Of  this  marriage  there  were  issue— Adam  Craik 
the  appellant's  father,  and  Jean  Cndk  the  respon- 
dent. 

After  the  death  of  his  first  wife,  William  Craik 
married  a  second  and  third  time,  but  without  hav- 
ing issue  with  either  marriage. 

In  the  lifetime  of  his  third  wife,  he  executed  a 
deed  in  the  nature  of  a  tailzie,  which  proceeds  in 
1723.  implement  of  his  first  marriage  contract,  and  conveys 
'^  the  lands  and  barony  of  Duchrae  to  the  said  Adam, 
"  his  son  of  the  first  marriage,  and  the  heirs  male 
''  lawfully  to  be  procreated  of  his  body,  whom  fiul- 
''  ing,  to  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreated  of  his  own 
body  in  their  present  marriage;  which  fiuling,  to  the 
respondent,  Jean,  his  only  daughter  of  the  mar- 
''  riage,  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body."  Power  was 
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giveo  to  the  said  son  to  grant  reasonable  provisions :       ^7^1, 
but  the  deed  set  forth  "that  the  heirs  of  tailzie  should     ^^]^ 
"  no  ways  have  liberty,  or  any  right,  title,  or  privi-     ^^^^^' 
**  lege  to  disappoint  his  design  in  favour  of  the  heirs 
"  of  tailzie,  and  course  of  succession  above  specified.*' 

Upon  this  deed  the  son,  Adam,  was  infeft  after  his 
fathers  death.  But  afterwards  conceiving  that  the 
above  entail  was  in  contravention  of  the  marriage 
contract,  which  conferred  on  him  an  unlimited 
estate,  he  raised  a  reduction  of  it  against  his  sister, 
Jean,  who  was  then  an  infant,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  granted  in  fraud  of  the  marriage  articles.  No 
appearance  was  made  for  the  respondent,  she  being 
then  an  infant. 

Pending  the  suit,  he  got  married,  and  having  made 
up  titles  to  the  estate  as  absolute  fiar,  had  entered 
into  articles  of  marriage,  settling  the  estate  of  Duch- 
rae  on  the  heir  male  of  his  marriage,  which  failing, 
upon  the  heirs  male  of  his  own  body  in  any  subse- 
quent marriage;  which  failing^  upon  the  heirs  Jemale 
of  his  present  marriage. 

The  cause  coming  to  be  heard  ea^  parte,  and  the 
Court  considering  it  pars  jtidicis  to  examine  into  the 
relevancy  of  the  grounds  of  reduction,  were  unani- 
mously of  opinion,  that  William,  the  father,  notwith- 
standing the  marriage  contract,  remained  fiar  of  the 
estate,  and  could  execute  the  entail  in  question. 
Adam  Craik  acquiesced  in  this  judgment.  He  died 
in  January  1731,  without  issue  male,  but  leaving  Jan.  1731. 
two  daughters,  Mary  and  GrizeU  The^former  took 
possession  of  the  estate. 

When  their  father,  Adam  Craik's  sister,  Jean, 
came  of  age,  she,  on  the  ground  of  having  a  prefer- 
able right  to  succeed  to  the  estates,  raised  action  of 
reduction  and  declarator,  to  have  Mary  and  Grizel 
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^^^^-  Craik's  right  to  the  estate  set  aside,  and  her  own  e&- 
^^^^'  tablished  under  the  entail  executed  by  her  father  in 
cRAiK.  1723,  by  which  she  was  entitled,  on  failure  of  heirs 
male  of  her  brother,  Adam,  to  succeed  a^'nominatim 
substitute  called  to  the  succession  after  him;  In  this 
2i8t  Jan.  action,  on  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court 
1734.  «  fomj^  tiiat  the  decreet  absolvitor  1728  in  favour  of 
the  pursuer  (the  respondent)  is  resjtidiccUa  against 
the  defender  (appellant),  and  found  that  Adam  Cr^k 
''  could  not,  by  his  contract  of  marriage,  settle  the 
"  succession  in  fkvour  of  his  own  daughterly  prefe)*- 
'*  ably  to  his  sister,  the  respondent,  Jekn."  And  on 
reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 

The  daughters  of  Adam  Craik  then  contended  that, 
as,  by  the  entail,  their  father  was  entitled  to  grant 
them  provisions^  the  conveyance  ought  to  be  sustain- 
ed to  that  extentl  Thus  matters  stood  when  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  entire 
case;  but,  before  discussion,  it  was  referred  by  sub- 
mission, and  the  arbiter  had  pronounced  a  judgment 
precisely  in  accordance  with  that  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  when  Mary,  the  eldest  sister,  died;  and  her 
sister  Grizel,  then  attaining  majority,  again  raised  the 
question  by  the  present  action  of  reduction,  insist- 
ing to  set  aside  the  tailzie,  the  two  decrees  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  along  with  the  decree  arbitral,  on 
the  ground  that  the  tailzie  was  in  contravention  of 
the  marriage  articles,  setting  forth  the  precise  same 
grounds  insisted  in  the  reduction  raised  by  her 
father.  In  defence  res  judicata  was  pleaded  among 
dd  January,  othcrs.  And  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  found 
^7^^*  that  she  could  not  claim  the  provision  except  on  con- 
dition of  homologating  her  grandfather's  deed  of 
tailzie;  but  that  she  might  repudiate  the  provision. 
1753.         And  on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 


/ 
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On  the  other  points  of  the  case,  the  Lord  Ordinary  ■    ^^^' 
afterwards  *' sustained  the  defence  of  res  judicata     ^^^ 
"  with  respect  to  the  reduction  and  other  conclu*     ^»^^*- 
**  sions  of  the  libel  depending  thereon,  but  in  terms  ^75^.  ^^* 
**  of  the  former  interlocutor,  found  that  the  pursuer 
^'  was  entitled  to  follow  any  remedy  whereby  she 
**  might  obtain  relief  against  the  said  two  decreets, 
**  and  decerned  and  declared." 

It  was  against  the  first  part  of  this  latter  inter- 
locutor that  the  present  appeal  was  brought  The 
two  previous  interlocutors,  together  with  the  latter 
part  of  the  above  interlocutor,  formed  the  subject  of 
a  cross  appeal 

Pleaded  for  the  Appdlani : — ^It  is  the  settled  rule 
of  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  a  provision  by  marriage 
articles  to  the  heir  male  of  the  marriage,  vests  in 
such  heir  male,  on  the  ancestor's  death,  an  estate  in 
fee-simple,  with  the  usual  power  to  dispose  of  it  as 
he  shall  see  proper.  In  this  case,  William  Graik 
expressly  bound  himself  by  his  marriage-contract, 
to  convey  his  estate  to  the  heir  male  of  his  mar- 
riage, free  from  all  encumbrances  except  his  wife's 
jointure;  and  having  so  bound  himself^  he  could  not 
execute  the  entail  he  afterwards  executed,  and  con- 
vey to  the  heir  male  (d  the  marri^e  an  estate  in 
taU,  instead  of  one  in  fee.  That  even  supposing 
he  had  power  to  execute  the  latter  deed,  yet  as  by 
it  Adam  Craik  the  son  is  not  thereby  disabled  from 
inakii^  onerous  deeds,  but  only  gratuitous  deeds,  he 
was  entitled  to  make  the  marriage-contract,  which 
was  a  deed  onerous  in  its  nature,  and  provided  cer- 
tain provisions  to  his  family. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent: — William  Craik  was 
unlimited  proprietor  of  his  estate  previous  to  his 
marriage-contract,  and,  notwithstanding  that  deed, 

2  N 
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^^^^'      and  having  due  regard  to  the  destination  therein,  he 
^^]^      continued  to  be  unlimited  proprietor  after  he  exe- 
CBATK.     cuted  the  same.    This  being  the  ease,  he  had  full 
power  to  dispose  of  his  estate  under  such  limitations 
as  he  thought  fit,  in  so  far  as  he  did  not  disappoint 
the  heir-male  of  the  marriage,  to  whom  he  bound 
himself  in  his  marriage-contract  to  convey.   But  the 
obligation  to  convey  to  the  heir  male  of  the  mar- 
riage was  substantially  complied  with  in  the  disposi- 
tion and  deed  of  tailzie  which  he  afterwards  execut- 
ed, and  which  he  had  full  power  to  execute.    The 
right  conferred  on  the  heir  male  of  the  marriage  was 
a  mere  spes  successionis^  which  left  the  &ther  full 
power  to  regulate  the  succession  by  any  subsequent 
deed;  and  in  effect,  instead  of  the  tailzie  being  in 
fraud  or  contravention  of  the  marriage-contract^  it 
was  in  implement  thereof. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  thai  the  said  original  appeal^ 
and  the  said  cross  appeal^  be^  and  the  same  are 
hereby  dismissed  this  House;  and  that  the  said 
several  interlocutors  and  parts  of  interlocutors 
therein  complained  of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby 
affirmed.    And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered  thai 
liberty  be  reserved  to  the  said  Grizd  Craik,  the 
appellant  in  the  original  appeal^  to  take  her  proper 
remedy  in  the  Court  of  Session,  for  a  reasonable 
provision  out  of  the  estate  in  question,  either  pur- 
suant to  the  power  contained  in  the  settlement  of 
the  19th  February  1723,  or  otherunse,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  competent  to  her,  and  as  shall 
be  Just. 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Grant,  A.  Hume  Campbell, 
J.  Taylor. 
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For  Respondent,  W.  Murray,  SoUcitar-Greneraly, 
Akjp.  Lockhart. 

Note. — ^This  part  of  the  ease  is  aot  reported  in  the  Court  of 
Sessioii,  but  the  preyious  parts  are  reported  in  M.  12195  et 
12984. 


1753. 


IRVINB 

V, 
IRVINE, 


Alexander  Ramsay  Irvine,        -        Appellant 
Alexander  Irvine,  by  his  Guardians,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  lOth  December  1753. 

MARRiAes  Articles,  Fraud — Proof. — (1)  Redaction  of  mar- 
riage articles  on  the  head  of  imbecilitj  and  finind,  sustained  by 
the  Goort  of  Session,  in  respect  of  the  suspicioaa  and  unequal 
nature  of  the  whole  transaction,  but  reyersed  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  in  respect  the  marriage  had  followed  thereon,  and  that 
fraud  or  imbecilitj  was  not  proved.  (2)  The  lady's  mother  was 
offered  as  a  witness,  but  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  malice 
against  the  i^pellant  Objection  repelled*  and  i»oof  of  re- 
probators  refused.  (3)  The  physician  who  attended  the  lady's 
father,  and  who  was  charged  with  having  availed  himself  of 
the  opportunities  which  his  attendance  afforded,  to  induce  the 
marriage  settlement,  rejected  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the 
deed. 

The  late  Alexander  Irvine  was  proprietor  of  the 
estate  of  Saphock.  By  his  marriage  articles  with 
Miss  Barbara  Dundas»  he  had  bound  himself  to  pro- 
vide the  estate  of  Saphock  to  himsielf  and  the  heirs- 
male  of  the  said  marriage;  whom  faUbg,  to  the 
heirs-female  of  that  marriage,  &c. 

The  only  issue  of  this  marriage  were  two  daugh- 
ters-Margaret, who  predeceased  her  father,  and 
Mary,  who  survived  him. 

Of  this  date  he  executed  an  entail,  limiting  the  ^"^  ^' 
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'^'^^^'     above  estate  to  himself  in  fee,  and  to  the  heirs-male 


IRVINE, 
I?. 


of  his  body;  whom  failing,  to  his  daughter  Mary,  and 
iRTiNB.  the  heirs  of  her  body;  whom  failing  to  the  heirs-fe- 
male of  his  own  body,  &c.;  whom  failing  to  the  re- 
spondent, Alexander  Irvine,  in  tail-male,  &c.  Re- 
ser\^ng  power  to  revoke  and  alter  the  said  settlement. 
His  only  surviving  daughter  having  been  proposed 
in  marriage  to  the  appellant,  Alexander  Ramsay, 
nephew,  and  presumptive  heir  to  Sir  Alexander 
Ramsay,  through  the  influence  of  a  third  party,  it 
was  agreed  between  the  families  of  both  that  mar- 
riage articles  should  be  drawn  out,  to  which  Mr 
Irvine  and  Sir  Alexander  became  parties.  Accord- 
ingly it  was  agreed  that  Mr  Irvine  should  alter  the 
^ewm  er 8,  (jegjinatiQi^  contained  in  the  above  deed  of  entail, 

and  convey  his  estates  to  himself  and  wife  in  life-rent^ 
and  to  his'daughter  and  the  heirs-male  of  her  intend- 
ed marriage Vith  Alexander  Ramsay;  whom  falling 
to  the  appellant,  the  said  Alexander  Ramsay,  in  fee, 
under  the  condition  that  he  and  his  heirs  succeeding 
should  assume  and  bear  the  name  and  arms  of 
Irvine. 

The  marriage  followed  upon  the  signing  of  these 
articles  the  next  day. 

Mr  Irvine  predeceased  his  daughter.  His  daughter 
died  soon  thereafter  without  issue  of  this  marriage, 
whereupon  the  estate  devolved  on  her  husband. 
The  present  action  of  reduction  was  brought  by 
the  heir-at-law  and  heir  substitute  of  entail  of 
1743,  alleging  that  the  marriage  and  marriage  ar- 
ticles were  a  fraudulent  scheme  got  up  by  interest- 
ed individuals  with  the  sole  view  of  diverting  the 
succession  from  flowing  in  the  channel  in  which  it 
had  been  previously  settled, — that  in  accomplishing 
this  end  they  took  advantage  of  Mr  Irvine's  age  and 
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incapacity,  when  his  mental  faculties  had  become  _1Z^ 
sensibly  decayed,  and  his  bodily  infirmities  were  no-     iR^i**" 
torious,  to  make  this  marriage  settlement, -r  the     laviNB. 
young  lady,  his  daughter,  showed  an  aversion  to  the 
whole  scheme,  advantage  was  taken  of  her  tender 
years,  being  only  eleven  years  of  age,  and  the  whole 
afiair  was  hurriedly  gone  about, — the  articles  being 
signed  on  Saturday  evening, — next  day  (Sunday)  she 
wa«  proclaimed,  and  on  the  same  evening  married, 
although  she  objected  to  proceed  until  her  &ther 
was  present. 

In  defence  the  allegations  of  fraud  were  denied. 
Upon  which  the  Lord  Ordinary  allowed  a  proof. 

In  the  course  of  this  proof.  Lady  Saphock,  Mr  Ir- 
vine's widow,  and  mother  of  the  appellant's  wife,  was 
offered  as  a  witness  by  the  respondents,  but  this  was 
objected  tQ  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  on  the 
ground  of  partial  counsel,  and  that  she  bore  resent- 
ment and  malice  against  him.  The  resentment  was 
denied;  but  the  objection  was  repelled,  and  repro- 
bators  being  protested  for,  on  appeal  the  Lords  re- 
fused to  allow  proof  of  reprobators;  and  consequently  Nov.  22, 
the  witness's  evidence  was  taken. 

Dr  Donaldson  was  next  adduced  as  witness  for 
the  appellant,  to  whose  testimony  the  respondent 
objected: — 1st,  That  being  physician  to  Mr  Irvine  he 
had  gained  a  great  ascendancy  over  him :  2d,  That  he 
had  used  these  opportunities  and  his  influence  to 
prevail  with  Mr  Irvine  to  consent  to  his  daughter's 
marriage:  3d,  That  many  years  before  Sir  Alexander 
Ramsay  had  presented  him  to  the  professorship  of 
Oriental  languages  in  the  College  of  Aberdeen :  and, 
4cth,  That  as  the  Doctor  was  an  active  agent  in  bring- 
ing about  the  marriage  on  Ramsay's  behalf,  he  must 
be  suspected,  and  therefore  an  incompetent  witness 
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176a      for  j^\^  appellant.   His  evidence  the  Court  refiified  to 
'^7'     be  taken. 

IRVINE.  It  was  proved  by  the  respondents  that  Dr  Donald- 
son  availed  himself  of  the  opportunities  which  his 
attendance  on  Mr  Irvine  afforded,  in  concerting  the 
marriage,  while  the  latter  was  in  a  state  of  bodily 
infirmity  and  decay ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
was  proved  from  letters  written  by  Mr  Irvine  at  the 
time,  seemingly  with  great  accuracy  and  judgment, 
that  he  was  of  sound  mind,  and  continued  in  this 
state  for  some  months  after  the  marriage ;  that  he 
managed  his  own  afiairs  with  prudence  and  discre- 
tion ;  and  that  his  daughter  and  son-in-law,  after 
the  marriage,  had  Uved  on  terms  of  much  harmony 
with  him. 

Not.  15,1752.  Of  this  date,  the  Court  first  found  the  reasons  of 
reduction  not  proven;   but  on  reclaiming  petition 

Mar.  2,1753.'*  Found  the  reasons  of  reduction  relevant  and  pro- 
''  ven,  and  therefore  reduced,  decerned,  and  declared 
"  accordingly." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — ^Lady  Saphock,  cm 
whose  testimony  the  respondent  Irvine  did  princi- 
pally rely,  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  to  give 
evidence  in  this  cause ;  as  from  the  reprobator  of- 
fered to  be  proved,  it  evidently  appeared  that  she 
entertained  the  most  bitter  enmity  and  malice 
against  the  appeUant,  and  consequently  she  could 
not  be  considered  as  an  impartial  witness,  and  had 
sworn  to  facts  that  were  contradicted  by  other  wit- 
nesses. In  like  manner,  Dr  Donaldson's  evidence — 
a  gentleman  of  unblemished  character,  ought  to  have 
been  allowed.  But  even  as  the  case  now  stands,  the 
reasons  of  reduction — namely,  fraud   and  circum- 
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yentioiiy  mental  and  bodily  infirmitj — have  not  ^763. 
been  proved.  On  the  contrary,  it  has  been  estab-  iRv^«» 
lished  beyond  all  doubt  that  Mr  Irvine  was  of  sound  ibyinx. 
memory  and  judgment,  both  before  the  marriage 
articles^  and  for  many  months  thereafter ;  that  this 
marriage  and  marriage-contract  were  of  his  own 
seeking,  his  own  deliberate  choice,  and  a  subject  he 
had  much  at  heart.  The  particulars  of  a  marriage- 
contract  are  always  matter  of  arrangement,  just  as 
the  parties  agree ;  and  whatever  be  the  rights  con- 
ferred by  the  one,  the  marriage  is  always  consider- 
ed an  equivalent  on  the  other;  and  no  marriage- 
contract  can  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  inequali- 
ty. The  respondent  had  therefore  no  ground,  and 
no  right  in  law,  to  question  the  marriage-articles, 
because  by  these  articles  the  tailzie  of  1743  (his  only 
claim  to  the  estate)  was  revoked,  in  terms  of  a  power 
reserved  therein  to  alter  or  revoke. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — The  respondent  has 
a  legal  title  to  question  the  alleged  marriage-con- 
tract procured  from  Mr  Irvine,  which  contains  a  re- 
vocation of  his  tailzie,  by  which  the  respondent  was 
entitled  to  succeed  to  the  estate.  If  therefore  these 
marriage  articles  were  obtained  by  fraud  and  imposi- 
tion, from  a  weak  and  aged  person,  the  party  next  en- 
titled to  succeed  is  the  respondent,  in  virtue  of  the 
entail.  That  the  marriage  articles  were  procured  in 
this  way,  is  proved  from  the  circumstances, — ^Mr  Ir- 
vine is  carried  from  his  &mily  to  an  ale-house  to  sign 
the  deed,  without  a  friend  to  advise  him ;  the  whole 
is  concluded  in  the  dark ;  the  marriage  of  an  only 
child,  of  eleven  years  of  age,  to  a  person  who  is  a 
mere  stranger  to  her,  is  determined ;  and  his  whole 
estate  is  conveyed  to  this  stranger  in  one  night.  Next 
day  the  marriage  was  unlawfully  hurried  over  against 
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^^^'      the  lady's  inclinations,  although  by  the  articles  a 
^^r!'*"     year's  time  was  allowed  for  reflection  and  advice ; 
iRTiNE.     and  this  was  done  out  of  the  presence  of  her  &ther, 
and  while  he  was  labouring  under  great  weakness : 
— circumstances  which  clearly  establish  fraud  in  the 
parties  who  were  active  agents  in  the  transaction. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  tJie  said  interlocutors 
of  the  26<A  of  June  1752^  and  the  2d  of  March 
1753,    be  and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed 
And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,   that 
the  interlocutors  of  15th  November  1752,  where- 
by the  said  Lords  of  Session  found  the  reasons 
of  reduction  not  proven,  and  therefore  assoilzied 
and  decerned  amyrdingly^   be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed:  And  it  is  hereby  declared,  that 
the  olgection  against  the  said  interlocutor  of  the 
22d  November  1751,    whereby   the   said  Lords 
of  Session  refused  to  allow  a  proof  of  reprcbor 
tor    against    the    testimony  of  Lady  Saphock, 
having  been  waived  by  the  appellants  counsd  at 
the  bar;   and  the  said  interlocutor  being  now 
become  immaterial ;  their  Lordships  do  not  think 
ft  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  merits 
thereof 

For  Appellant,   W.  Murray,  C.  Yorke. 
For  the  Respondent,    William  Grant,  A.  Hume 
Campbell. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Hardwicke).  He  offered  his  opinion 
with  the  more  freedom,  that  the  question  turned  not  on  anj 
particularity  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  but  on  fraud,  which  is  the 
same  in  all  countries  and  all  courts.  He  allowed  that  the  meet- 
ing at  Grilliebrands  looked  ill,  and  justly  stirred  the  attentton  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  and  that  the  articles  there  signed  appeared 


V. 
DOUGLAS. 
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hanh  and  unequal ;  but  that  in  all  his  practice  he  nerer  saw  a  ^75^. 
total  reduction  or  setting  aside  of  marriage  articles,  where  mar-  douolas 
riage  actually  followed;  and  mentioned  one  noted  case,  where 
that  was  attempted  without  success,  though  there  was  a  strong 
inclination  to  give  relief  to  the  heir,  who  was  of  the  poet  Wych- 
erley,  who  had  an  estate  settled  on  the  heir,  not  alterable,  but  a 
power  reserved  to  give  a  jointure  to  a  wife;  and  Wycherley  be- 
ing displeased  with  his  heir,  married  a  young  woman  on  his 
deathbed/  on  purpose  to  load  his  heir  with  the  jointure,  by  the 
means  or  procurement  of  a  young  man,  who  soon  af^er  Wycher- 
ley's  death  actually  married  the  widow.  Yet  Lord  Macclesfield, 
assisted  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Pratt  and  King,  with  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  after  solemn  hearing,  thought  they  could  give  no 
relief."— Mchies  "  Fraud,"  vol.  ii.  p.  168. 


WiLUAM  Douglas,  Esq.  and  Thomas  )    . 

>  Appellants. 
Belches,  his  Trustee,        -  j 

Mbs  Isabel  Douglas^  -  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  25<A  Jan.  1754. 

PbbsoriptionPositivb  andNbgativb — Clausb  op  Rbturn. 

Held  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  that 

an  estate  which  was  conreyed  to  a  party  and  hb  heirs-male, 
failing  whom  to  return  to  the  family  of  the  Earl  of  Morton  (the 
donor)  had  hecome  an  unlimited  fee  in  the  possessor,  free  of 
such  clause  of  return,  hy  his  possessing  for  forty  years,  on  a 
charter  giving  him  the  absolute  fee  thereof. 

By  charter,  6th  April  1505,  William  Earl  of 
Morton  made  a  grant  of  the  barony  of  Kirkness  to 
George  Douglas,  his  son,  and  the  heirs-male  of  his 
body ;  which  failing,  to  return  to  the  Earl^  his  heirs, 
successors,  and  assigns  whatsoever.  Upon  this 
charter  infeftment  followed. 

Thereafter  George  Douglas,  then  Sir  George,  in 
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^^^'  consideration  of  a  large  sum  of  money  as  the  price 
DouGi^s  ^j,gj.gQ|r  purchased  from  William  Earl  of  Morton, 
DOUGLAS,    crrandson  to  the  former  Earl,  a  new  charter  of  the 

1607  . 

estate  of  Kirkness,  *^  to  himself ^  his  heirs  and  assigns 
whatsoever^  heritcMy  and  irredeemably^  without  re^ 
demption^  reversion^  or  regress.''*      By  this  charter 
it  was  understood  that  the  clause  of  return  in  his 
former  rights  was  put  an  end  to  and  extinguished. 

But  by  an  after  contract  or  agreement  entered 
into  in  1638,  by  the  said  George  Douglas  and  Wil- 
liam Douglas  his  son,  (who  having  contracted  debts 
which  were  afterwards  acquired  by  the  Earl  of  Mor- 
1G38.  ton),  they  and  the  Earl  adjusted  mutual  claims  pro 
and  con,  between  them,  and  William  Douglas  further 
bound  himself  to  accept  of  a  charter  from  the  Earl 
conceived  in  terms  to  the  said  William  Douglas,  and 
the  heirs-male  of  his  own  body ;  whom  failing,  to 
return  to  the  Earl,  and  Lord  Dalkeith  his  son,  their 
heirs,  successors^  and  assigns,  and  containing  a  clause, 
prohibiting  to  ''  sell,  annailzie,  or  dispone  the  ^  said 
'^  lands  or  barony  of  Kirkness,  in  hurt,  prejudice, 
or  defraud  of  the  said  noble  Earl  and  Lord,  anent 
their  succession  to  the  same,  failing  heirs-male 
''  lawfully  begotten  of  the  said  William  Douglas.'' 

No  infeftment  followed  upon  this  contract;  but 
William  Douglas  made  up  his  title  to  the  Barony 
of  Kirkness  by  a  special  retoiu*,  as  heir  to  his 
father,  and  after  charging  the  then  Earl  of  Mor- 
ton to  enter  to  the  deceased  Earl,  that  the  said  Earl 
might  be  in  a  capacity  to  enter  him  as  his  vassal;  he 
upon  the  Earl's  failure,  obtained  a  charter  from  the 
Masters  of  St  Leonard's  College  of  St  Andrews,  the 
Earl's  superior  in  these  lands,  in  favour  of  himself, 
and  his  heirs  male  and  assigns  whatsoever^  and  was 
thus  infeft. 
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Sir  William  Bruce,  in  virtue  of  several  apprisings      ^*^^' 
of  the  Earl's  estates,  which  were  afterwards  assigned   i^'^^*!'^® 
to  him,  granted  to  Robert  Douglas,  William's  son,    douolas. 
a  precept  of  clare  of  the  lands  of  Kirkness,  as  heir      lese 
to  WilUam  his  father,  and  Sir  William  Douglas  his 
grandfather.  He  afterwards  obtained  a  charter  from 
Sir  WiUiam  Bruce  as  superior,  in  terms  as  foUows: 
— To  Robert  Douglas^  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatso^ 
ever,  upon  which  he  was  infeft,  and  by  which  he  ob- 
tained an  absolute  estate  in  the  barony  of  Kirkness, 
discharged  of  the  provision  of  return  in  favour  of  the 
superior. 

The  said  Robert,  now  created  Sir  Robert  Douglas^ 
being  involved  in  considerable  debts,  which  had  de- 
scended to  him  with  the  estate,  did,  of  this  date,  dis-^ist  Not. 

1721  • 

pone  the  estate  to  General  Douglas  his  son,  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  whom  failing,  to  Isabel  Douglas  the 
respondent,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  whom  fieuling, 
to  his  other  sisters  successively,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies;  whom  failing,  to  his  nearest  heirs  and  assigns 
whatsoever. 

By  this  disposition  the  estate  was  diverted  from 
theline  of  heirs  contained  in  the  previous  investi- 
ture; and  William  Douglas,  the  appellant,  was  the 
heir^male  of  George  Douglas  the  first  of  Kirkness, 
entitled  to  succeed  by  that  investiture,  who,  to  try 
the  question  of  his  right  to  succeed,  under  the  clause 
of  return,  granted  a  trust-bond  to  the  other  appel- 
lant, Mr  Thomas  Belches,  who  thereupon  brought  a 
process  of  adjudication  and  a  reduction.  The  defences 
were,  1.  That  the  original  clause  of  return  was  dis- 
charged and  altered  by  a  charter  of  the  next  earl; 
and,  2.  Prescription  both  positive  and  negative  upon 
a  charter  to  heirs  and  assignees  in  1687. 

"  On  report  of  the  Lord  Woodhall,  the  Lords  repel  Feb.  3, 1763. 
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^^^^'      **  the  reasons  of  reduction,  assoilzie  from  the  process 

DOUGLAS,    u  ^f  adjudication,  and  decern/' 

DOUGLAS.        Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  AppeHards: — That  by  the  charter  of 
1595,  the  estate  of  Kirkness  was  given  by  the  &mily 
of  Morton  as  an  appanage  to  the  younger  son,  and 
the  heirs-male  of  his  body,  and  upon  failure  of  such 
heirs-male,  ix>  return  to  the  donor  and  his  right 
heirs.  And  the  contract  of  1638  restored  this  estate 
to  its  original  constitution,  although  in  the  intenral 
it  had  been  possessed  free  of  this  clause  of  return. 
By  this  deed  William  Douglas  agreed  to  hold  it  as 
an  appanage  to  him  and  the  heirs-male  of  his  body; 
whom  failing,  to  return  to  the  Earl  of  Morton  and 
his  heirs.  Such  being  the  import  of  both  these 
deeds,  and  the  intention  by  them  being  to  settle 
Kirkness  as  an  appanage  to  the  second  son  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  it  could  not  be  diverted  from 
that  use,  but  must  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
second  son  while  any  such  existed,  and  on  their  fiiil- 
ure,  it  must  return  to  the  family.  It  was  therefore 
not  in  the  power  of  any  of  the  heirs-male  of  the 
body  of  George  or  William  Douglas  gratuitously  to 
alter  the  provisions  in  prejudice  of  the  heirs-male  of 
the  family  of  Kirkness,  so  as  to  defeat  this  clause  of 
return  to  the  family  of  Morton;  and  the  attempt  to 
alter  the  original  limitation  by  a  pretended  purchase 
or  otherwise,  made  by  Robert  Douglas  in  1687,  by 
obtaining  a  charter  on  his  own  resignation  to  him- 
self his  heirs,  and  assigns  whatsoever,  was  ineflfec- 
tual  and  void,  by  reason  that  the  said  Robert  was 
not  previously  seized  or  infeft  in  the  lands  as  heir  of 
the  former  investiture. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — That  no  argument 
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could  be  founded  upon  the  original  grant  of  thfi  1754^ 
estate  of  Kirkness  in  1595  to  Greorge  Douglas  and  ^^^^^* 
the  heirs-male  of  his  body,  with  a  return  upon  their  bouolas. 
failure  to  the  Earl  of  Morton  and  his  heirs;  because 
that  was  entirely  extinguished  by  the  charter 
1607,  whereby  Sir  George  did,  for  several  large 
sums  of  money  and  other  valuable  considerations, 
purchase  from  the  Earl  of  Morton  a  fee  simple  in 
the  estate  of  Kirkness,  that  charter  being  taken  to 
Sir  George  Douglas,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  with- 
out any  limitation  or  clause  of  return  to  the  family 
of  Morton;  and  having  upon  this  title  enjoyed  pos- 
session for  more  than  forty  years,  so  as  to  constitute 
an  unexceptionable  and  unchallengeable  title,  in 
terms  of  the  Act  1617,  he  was  not  liable  to  be  dis- 
turbed in  the  same. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  appeal  be^  and 
is  hereby  dismissed  this  House^  and  that  the  said 
interlocutor  therein  complained  of  be^  and  the  same 
is  hereby  afRrmed. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Chant,  W.  Murray,  A.  Hume 
Campbell, 
For  Respondent,  Al.  Forrester,  C.  Yorke. 

Noie. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session.  But  Elchies  has  this 
note  on  the  ease.  ''  The  Lords  sustained  hoth  these  defences. 
We  agreed  that  the  charter  1595  was  effectually  altered,  and  the 
clause  of  return  discharged  by  the  charter  of  1607,  and  that  the 
limitations  1638,  were  only  in  favour  of  the  family  of  Morton, 
and  not  of  the  intermediate  heirs-male,  there  being  no  Jus  quasi' 
turn,  to  the  intermediate  heirs,  otherwise  Elarl  Morton  could  not 
have  discharged  it.  As  to  prescription,  I  thought  the  charter 
1687  and  sasine,  as  they  were  without  any  limitations,  a  good 
title  both  positire  and  negative."— iVb^«,  p.  378. 
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Mor.  47S7. 

John  Gordon,  Esq.,  second  son  of  Sir  i  j  ngjinni 
,^^'         James  (Jordon  of  Park;    -        -      \     Frswa  . 
v^       His  Majesty's  Advocate,  -        -        Bespandent. 


HISUAJR8TY  S 
ADVOCATE. 

House  of  Lords,  ^th  February  1754. 

Entail — Forpbitubb,  Alibns.*— After  a  party  waa  attainted 
for  high  treason,  two  sons  were  bom  to  him  abroad.  And  the 
forfeiture  of  his  estate  was  declared  to  endure  during  the  life- 
time of  the  attainted  person  and  his  issue  male.  A  claim  was 
lodged  bj  a  substitute  heir  of  entail,  after  the  death  of  the  at- 
tainted person,  but  while  hb  sons  were  still  alire,  for  posses- 
sion of  the  estate,  on  the  ground  that  as  the  attainted  person 
was  now  dead,  and  his  sons  aliens,  and  so  incapable  of  succeed- 
ing, he  was  entitled  to  the  estate.  Held  on  a  question  of  law 
raised  by  the  judges  in  England,  that  as  the  sons  were  aliens, 
and  so  incapable  of  succeeding,  the  interest  of  the  Crown  had 
determined — reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

Sir  James  Gordon  of  Park  made  a  settlement  of 
his  estate  in  the  form  of  an  entail,  with  a  destination 
on  himself,  and  after  his  decease  on  William  Gror- 
don,  his  eldest  son,  and  the  heirs-male  of  his  body; 
and  failing  such  heirs  male,  on  the  heirs  male  of  Sir 
James'  own  body,  with  several  other  substitutions. 

Upon  Sir  James  Gordon's  death,  his  eldest  son 
William  succeeded  to  his  title  and  estate,  but  was 
attainted  of  high  treason,  and  his  estate  forfeited  to 
the  Crown  1746. 

The  appellant  preferred  a  claim  to  the  estate  as 
the  next  substitute  called  after  the  heirs-male  of  Sir 
William  Gordon's  body,  and  having  no  issue  at  the 
time  of  his  attainder,  the  Lords  of  Session  held  that 
the  barony  of  Park  was  forfeited  to  the  Crown  dur- 
ing Sir  William's  life  only,  and  after  his  decease, 
that  it  goes  to  the  appellant. 
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This  judgment  was  appealed  to  the  House  of  ^^^'  — 
Lords,  and  so  &r  altered  as  to  hold  that  the  estate  ^^^ 
remamed  forfeited  to  the  Crown  not  only  during  Sir  ™«  majbbtt's 
William's  life,  but  so  long  as  there  remained  any 
male  issue  of  his  body,  and  that  then  the  estate  de* 
Yolved  on  the  appellant,  reserving  his  right  to  apply 
to  the  Court  of  Session  for  such  order  or  direction 
in  the  premises  as  might  seem  just,  on  such  right 
emerging.  In  applying  this  judgment  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  it  was  afterwards  discovered  that  Sir  Wil- 
liam  Grordon,  a  colonel  in  the  French  service,  died 
in  Douay  in  France,  without  leaving  any  issue  nude 
of  his  body,  except  two  sons  bom  in  France  after 
his  attainder ;  and  the  appellant,  holding  that  as  Sir 
William  was  now  dead,  and  these  sons  were  aliens,  and 
so  not  entitled  to  inherit,  that  he  was  now  entitled  to 
possession  of  the  estate  as  substitute.  Accordingly, 
he  petitioned  the  Court  to  that  effect.  Upon  consi- 
sidering  which  with  answers,  the  Lords  pronounced 
the  following  interlocutor: — "  The  Lords  having  con- 
*^  sidered  the  petition  of  Captain  John  Gordon  of 
"  Park,  with  his  Majesty's  Advocate's  answers  there- Nov.  22, 
"  to,  judgment  of  the  House  of  Peers,  and  heard  ^^^^• 
**  parties,  procurators  thereon,  they  find,  that  Captain 
'*  John  Gordon,  the  petitioner,  has  no  right  to  enter 
**  upon  the  possession  of  the  estate  of  Park,  during 
'*  the  natural  life  of  the  sons  of  Sir  William  Gordon, 
'*  attainted;  and  that  the  estates  belonging  to  Sir 
*'  William  Grordon  and  his  sons,  being  entirely  for- 
**  feited  by  Sir  William's  attainder,  the  after  existence 
**  of  a  son  or  sons,  though  insisted  on  to  be  alien,  cannot 
"  cut  off  the  Crown's  right  to  make  place  for  Captain 
^*  Gordon,  so  long  as  the  sons  live,  who  wotdd  have 
'^  succeeded  to  Sir  William  if  hehadnotbeenattainted, 
^  and  thereupon  dismiss  the  petition,  and  decern." 
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^^^'         Agidnst  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 
^^^     brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
HisMuiwrT'B     Pleaded  for  the  Appdlant:— The  sons  of  Sir  Wil- 

adyocatb 

liam  Gordon,  though  bom  abroad,  would  have  been 
entitled  to  succeed  by  virtue  of  the  statute  7  Anne, 
c.  5,  as  the  children  of  a  natural-bom  subject ;  but 
the  father  being  attainted  of  high  treason  at  the 
time  of  their  birth,  they  must  be  considered  by  the 
statute  4  Geo.  II.  c.  21,  as  aliens  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  And  as  an  alien,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
is  incapable  of  inheriting  by  descent,  the  children  of 
Sir  William  Gordon  being  aliens  hare  no  right  under 
the  settlement  made  by  their  grandfather  in  1718, 
and  are  therefore  incapable  of  succeeding.  It  has 
been  adjudged  that  by  the  forfeiture  the  estate 
is  in  the  Crown  only  during  Sir  William  Gordon's 
natural  life  and  that  of  his  issue  male,  and  as  he  is 
now  dead  without  leaving  any  male  issue  who  can 
inherit,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  succeed.  Nor  can 
the  act  7  Anne,  c.  5,  benefit  these  two  sons,  because 
the  act  4  Geo.  11.  c.  21  has  declared  that  the  act  of 
Queen  Anne  should  not  naturalize  any  children  bom 
out  of  the  legiance  of  the  Grown,  *^  whose  fitthers  at 
'*  the  time  of  the  birth  of  such  children  were  liable  to 
**  the  penalties  of  high  treason  or  felony.**  And  as 
by  4  Geo.  11.  c.  30,  those  who  enlist  in  foreign  ser- 
vice are  declared  to  be  guilty  of  felony,  their  &ther 
was  guilty  both  of  high  treason  and  of  felony  at  the 
time  of  their  birth,  he  having  died  in  the  service  of 
a  foreign  state. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent:  -—The  judgment  on  the 
appellant's  former  claim  has  settled  the  duration  of 
the  forfeiture  to  be  **  during  the  life  of  Sir  William 
*'  Gordon,  and  the  continuance  of  such  issue  male  of 
"  his  body  as  would  have  been  inheritable  to  the 
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^^  said  estate  tailzie  in  case  he  had  not  been  attaint-      ^764. 


**  ed;"  and  as  it  seems  admitted,  that  if  he  had  not  ®®*^* 
been  attainted,  these  sons  would  have  succeeded,  theHisxAJBn'Y'a 
appellant  is  not  entitled  to  succeed  so  long  as  there 
is  issue  male  of  Sir  William's  body.  They  are  still 
alive,  and  not  prevented  firom  inheriting,  by  the  mere 
fact  of  their  birth  in  a  foreign  country  after  their 
&ther's  attainder.  In  other  words,  they  are  not  cut 
off  from  inheriting  on  the  ground  of  their  being 
aliens,  but  solely  because  of  their  father's  attainder. 
Under  the  latter  they  lose  their  right  to  inherit,  but 
the  former  circumstance  could  not  deprive  them  of 
the  benefit  of  the  Act  7  Anne,  c.  5,  which  expressly 
allows  children  born  abroad,  of  natural-bom  subjects, 
to  enjoy  the  right  of  natural-bom  subjects  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  whatsoever. 

After  hearing  counsel,  the  following  question  of 
law  being  stated  and  proposed  to  the  judges,  viz: — 
''  Tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  lands  in  England,  with 
remainder  over,  is  attainted  of  high  treason,  and 
the  estate  tail  thereby  forfeited  to  the  Crown. 
After  the  attainder,  tenant  in  tail  has  issue  male, 
bom  in  foreign  parts  out  of  the  legiance  of  the 
Crown  of  Great  Britain,  and  dies  leaving  such 
issue  male." 
Question: — ''  Is  the  estate  or  interest  in  the  lands 
which  was  forfeited  to  the  Crown  as  aforesaid, 
continued  or  determined?" 
The  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  judges  pre- 
sent : — ''  That  the  estate  or  interest  in  the  lands  so 
forfeited  to  the  Crown  as  aforesaid,  is  determined." 

Whereupon,  and  upon  due  consideration  had  of 
what  was  offered  on  either  side  of  this  cause,  it  is 
Ordered  and  adjtidged  that  the  said  interlocutors 
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complained  of  in  the  said  appeal  be^  and  the  same 
are  hereby^  reversed.  And  it  is  hereby  declared 
and  adjudged^  that^  in  the  event  which  has  happened^ 
the  appellant  has  right  to  the  estate  and  Barony 
of  Park  according  to  the  substitution  to  the  heirs 
male  of  the  said  Sir  James  Gordon's  body^  men- 
turned  in  the  judgment  of  this  House  of  the  21st 
of  May  1751.  And  it  is  hereby  ordered^  that  he 
be  allowed  the  benefit  of  such  rights^  and  that  it 
be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland 
to  make  such  order^  and  to  proceed  in  such  man- 
ner  for  putting  the  appellant  in  possession  of  the 
premises^  and  also  concerning  the  profits  thereof 
accrued  since  the  death  of  tfte  late  Sir  William 
Gordon^  the  person  attainted. 


For  Appellant,  A.  Hume  Campbell^  C.  Yorke. 
For  Respondent,  />.  Ryder^  William  Grants  WtU 
liam  Murray. 

Note. — Vide  first  branch  of  this  case,  Craigie  v.  Stewart,  p.  508. 
As  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in  that  branch  of  it  are  not  given, 
thej  are  here  inserted. 

Lord  Chancellor  (Hardwicke), — "  I  am  sorry  to  be  obliged  to 
differ  from  the  unanimous  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Scot- 
land, so  much  entitled  to  our  respect.  But  the  learned  senators 
of  the  College  of  Justice  are  not  very  familiar  with  our  law  of 
treason  which  has  been  introduced  into  their  country,  and  they 
may  unconsciously  be  inclined  to  adhere  to  the  law  which  they 
had  to  administer  before  the  Union.  I  do  not  see  how  the  at- 
tainder of  the  heir  of  tailzie  in  possession  can  be  considered  as 
equivalent  to  his  death  without  issue.  He  is  not  a  mere  tenant 
ibr  life ;  he  is  the  '  fiar  :*  the  fee  is  in  him,  and  our  doctrine  of  re- 
mainders and  reversions  does  not  strictly  apply ; — so  that,  on  a  rigid 
construction  of  the  7  Anne,  c.  21 ,  on  his  attainder,  there  is  room 
for  contending  that  there  ought  to  be  an  absolute  forfeiture  to 
the  Crown  of  the  entailed  lands,  to  the  entire  extinction  of  the 
rights  of  all  substitutes  in  the  entail.  But  the  milder  interpreta- 
tion of  the  act  will  be  to  hold  that  the  heir  of  tailzie  has  in  him. 
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and  forfeits  by  his  attainder,  the  same  interest  as  tenant  in  tail       1754 
in  England — so  that  upon  his  attainder  the  Crown  takes  the      oordon 
lands  durinff  his  lifetime,  and  while  there  exists  issue  who  would         ^' 

HIS  MA  JB8TT  S 

take  by  descent  through  him — leaTing  other  substitutes  in  the  ^pyqcatb. 
entail  unaffected.  I  would,  therefore,  advise  your  Lordships,  re- 
versing the  interlocutor  appealed  against,  to  declare  that  the 
barony  of  Park  is  forfeited  to  the  Crown  during  the  life  of  Sir 
William  Gordon,  and  during  the  existence  of  issue  male,  who 
through  him  would  be  inheritable  thereto — but  that  upon  his 
death  and  the  extinction  of  such  issue,  the  remainder  in  favour 
of  the  respondent,  Captain  James  Gordon,  will  take  effect."* 

Lord  Chief  Baron  (Parker,) — "  My  Lords,  At  common  law 
estates  in  fee  simple,  whether  absolute  or  conditional,  were  for- 
feited for  treason.  By  the  statute  of  the  13  Edw.  L,  (com- 
monly called  the  statute  of  De  Donis,)  the  forfeiture  of  lands 
entailed  even  in  case  of  treason  was  taken  away ;  the  reason  of 
which  will  be  best  collected  from  the  words  of  the  statute, '  Quod 
'  voluntas  donatoris,  secundum  formam  in  charta  doni  sui,  de 
'  cetero  observetur;  ita  quod  non  habeant  iUi,  quibus  tenemen- 
'  tum  sic  fuerit  datum  sub  conditione,  potestatem  alienandi  tene- 
'  mentum  sic  datum,  quo  minus  ad  exitum  illorum  quibus  te- 
'  nementum  sic  fuerit  datum,  remaneat  post  eorum  obitum,  vel 
'ad  donatorem,  vel  ad  ejus  heredem  (si  exitus  deficiat)  rever* 
'  tatur ' 

"  Therefore,  my  Lords,  the  will  of  the  donor,  according  to  the 
form  expressed  in  the  deed  of  gift,  was  to  be  observed;  so  that 
they  to  whom  the  land  was  given  under  such  conditions,  should 
have  no  power  to  alien  it,  but  that  it  should  remain  to  their  is- 
sue after  their  death,  or  should  revert  to  the  donor  for  want 
of  issue. 

'*  By  the  express  words  of  the  statute  they  could  not  alien,  by 
construction  they  could  not  forfeit  or  charge;  and  the  express 
and  constructive  restraints  stood  upon  one  and  the  same  reason, 
which  was,  That  either  alienation,  forfeiture,  or  charge,  was 
inconsistent  with,  and  would  have  defeated,  the  provision  and 
intent  of  the  statute. 

*'  And  the  reason  given  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondents, 
in  the  original  appeal.  That  entailed  lands  were  not  forfeitable 
for  treason,  because  they  were  unalienable  is  not  well  founded; 
because  they  were  alienable  when  they  were  not  forfeitable  for 
treason. 
'*  For  notwithstanding  the  strong  words  in  the  statute  De  Donis, 
*  Lord  Campbell's  (JkanceBorSf  vol.  v.  p.  61. 
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in  Taltarom'scase,  in  the  12  Edw.  lY.  an  alienation  of  entailed 
lands  by  a  common  recorery  obtained  judicial  allowance,  and 
has  been  so  practised  ever  since ;  and  by  the  4  Henry  Y IL  they 
might  be  aliened  by  fine  with  proclamations;  and  yet  the  statute 
De  Donis  protected  them  firom  forfeiture  for  treason  till  the 
making  of  the  statute  of  the  26  Henry  YIIL  c.  13. 

"  Bj  that  statute,  lands  entailed  became  forfeited  for  treason 
under  these  words,  all  such  lands,  tenements,  and  heredUamentSf 
which  any  such  offender  shall  have  of  any  estate  of  inheritance; 
and  the  reason  was,  because  this  statute,  being  subsequent  to  the 
statute  De  Donis,  repealed  it  in  this  case :  and  the  construction 
that  these  words  should  operate  upon  entails,  was  extremely 
right,  as  they  otherwise  could  haTc  no  operation  at  all,  because 
all  other  estates  of  inheritance  (as  I  haye  shown  already) 
were  forfeited  for  treason  by  the  common  law. 

''I  will  now  show  your  Lordships  that  entailed  lands,  though 
unalienable  beyond  all  question,  were  yet  forfeited  to  the  Crown 
for  treason.  If  the  king  made  a  gift  in  tail,  saving  the  rcTcrsion 
to  himself,  the  attainder  of  treason  of  such  tenant  in  tail  did 
not  bar  his  issue;  because  the  statute  of  34  Henry  YIIL  c.  20> 
enacts.  That  the  heir  of  entail  in  such  case  shall  have  the  lands; 
any  recovery,  or  any  other  thing  or  things  hereaflter  to  be  had, 
done  or  suffered  by  or  against  such  tenant  in  taily  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding. 

*^  Which  act  coming  after  the  26  Henry  YIIL  that  gave  the 
forfeiture  of  lands  entailed,  was  a  repeal  of  that  statute,  and  a 
restitution  of  the  statute  De  Donis  in  this  special  case. 

«<  But  the  statute  of  the  5^6  Edw.  YI.  cap.  1 1,  enacts^  That 
every  oflender  being  lawfully  convicted  of  any  manner  of  high 
treason  according  to  the  course  and  custom  of  the  conmion  law, 
shall  lose,  and  forfeit  to  the  King's  Highness,  his  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, ail  such  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which 
any  such  offender  or  offenders  shall  have  of  any  estate  of  inher- 
itance, in  his  own  right,  in  use  or  possession,  within  this  realm 
of  England,  or  elsewhere  within  the  King's  dominions,  at  the 
time  of  such  treason  committed,  or  at  any  time  after. 

**  This  act  coming  af^  34  Henry  YIIL,  has  repealed  it  pro 
tanio,  and  made  lands  of  the  gift  of  the  Crown  in  tail,  subject 
to  forfeiture  for  treason  as  well  as  other  lands  entailed.  This 
has  been  taken  to  be  law  from  the  time  of  making  the  act;  and 
there  is  no  colour  for  the  observation  made  at  the  bar.  That  it 
depended  singly  on  Lord  Hales'  opinion;  though  if  it  had  done 
so  the  authority  would  have  been  very  great.    I  now  proceed 
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to  the  most  material  act  for  your  Lordships'  oondderatioii  on       ^7^' 


this  occasion,  the  Act  of  the  7  Queen  Anne,  cap.  21,  for  im-      gordok 
provinff  the  Union  of  the  two  idngdoms.  ^'       . 

*  °  ^^  ,      -  HISUAJB8TY  S 

"  This  act  recites  the  benefit  that  would  accme  to  the  United  advocate. 
Eangdom  from  the  prorisions  of  it.  Enacts,  That  such  crimes 
and  offences  which  are  high  treason  or  misprison  of  high  trea* 
son  within  England,  shall  be  the  same  in  Scotland,  and  no  other. 
"  And  that  the  offenders  shall  be  indicted  and  tried  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  England;  and  that  all  persons  conTicted  or  at- 
tainted of  high  treason  or  misprison  of  high  treason  in  Scotland, 
shall  be  subject  and  liable  to  the  same  corruption  of  blood, 
pains,  penalties,  and^/br/H/urM,  as  persons  conyicted  or  attainted 
of  high  treason,  or  misprison  of  high  treason,  in  England:  pro- 
Tided  always  that  where  any  person  now  is,  or  shall  be  before 
the  1st  of  July  1709,  seised  of  any  lands,  &c,t  in  Scotland  of  an 
estate  tail  that  is  to  say,  an  estate  tailzie  affected  with  irritant 
and  resolutive  or  prohibitiYe  clauses,  and  is  or  before  the  Ist 
day  of  July  shall  be  married,  if  any  issue  of  that  marriage  be 
living,  or  there  be  possibility  of  such  issue  at  the  tune  of  the 
high  treason  committed ;  that  then,  and  in  such  case,  the  said 
lands,  &c,  shall  not  be  forfeited  upon  the  attcdnder  of  such  person 
for  high  treason,  but  during  the  life  of  the  person  so  attainted 
only;  so  that  the  issue  and  heirs  in  tail  of  such  marriage  shall 
inherit  the  same,  the  said  attainder  notwithstanding. 

«  This  act,  by  reference,  re-enacted,  and  extended  to  Scotland, 
all  the  laws  of  England  concerning  treason  which  were  then  in 
force  as  strongly  and  effectually  as  if  they  had  been  transcribed 
into  the  body  of  it;  and  as  at  the  time  of  making  the  act,  all 
the  estates  of  inheritance  were  and  stiU  are  forfeited  for  treason, 
we  think  upon  the  supposition  in  your  question,  that  an  estate 
tailzie,  with  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses,  is  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  and  that  such  an  estate  of  inberitance  is 
forfeited;  for  otherwise  the  forfeitures  in  England  and  Scotland 
would  not  be  the  same,  though  the  act  expressly  requires  they 
should  be  so. 

'*  But  it  was  objected  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent. 
That  by  the  Scotch  Act,  1685,  estates  tailzie,  with  prohibitive, 
irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses,  were  unalienable ;  and  by  the 
Scotch  Act  of  ]  690,  it  is  provided.  That  no  forfeiture  should 
prejudge  the  heirs  of  entail  therein  mentioned,  provided  the 
right  of  entail  was  duly  registered:  from  whence  it  was  inferred 
that  Sir  William  Gordon  could  only  forfeit  for  his  life. 

"  But,  my  Lords,  we  are  humbly  of  opinion  that  the  Act  7 
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Anne  being  subsequent  to  these  Scotch  Acts,  has  repealed  them 
pro  tanto,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  5  &  6  of  Edw.  YL  re- 
pealed 34  Henry  YIII.  which  made  lands  of  the  gift  of  the 
Crown  in  tail  unalienable;  and  that  this  estate  tailzie  is  there- 
fore subjected  to  forfeiture,  that  the  forfeitures  throughout  the 
United  Kingdom  may  be  the  same. 

<'  But  it  was  objected  by  one  of  the  learned  gentlemen^  That 
the  third  clause  which  gives  the  forfeiture  would  not  have  in- 
duced a  forfeiture  of  this  estate-tailzie,  without  the  aid  of  the 
proviso;  and  that  the  proviso,  which  only  imports  an  ezoeptioa, 
ought  not  to  extend  the  construction  of  the  foregoing  clause. 

**  But,  my  Lords,  we  are  humbly  of  opinion  that  the  clause 
which  gives  the  forfeiture^  would  have  induced  a  forfeiture  of 
this  estate  tailzie,  though  the  proviso  had  been  omitted  out  of 
the  act;  and  we  agree,  that  the  proviso  ought  not  to  extend  the 
construction  of  the  foregoing  clause. 

<<  But  as  the  proviso  is  in  the  act^  and  the  respondent's  case  is 
not  the  case  des<;ribed  in  the  proviso,  exceptiojirmai  regulam 
in  canbus  non  exceptU,  and  greatly  strengthens  the  construction 
we  put  upon  the  act 

**Ab  to  the  reversion  in  fee,  or  clause  of  return,  supposing  that 
by  the  law  of  Scotland  it  was  in  Sir  William  Gordon  at  the 
time  of  his  attainder^  we  think  that  to  be  so  clearly  forfeited, 
that  it  would  be  wasting  your  Lordships'  time  to  attempt  to 
prove  it.  But  as  to  the  substitution  or  limitation  to  the  heirs 
male  of  Sir  James  Gordon,  and  the  intermediate  substitutioDS 
or  limitations  between  that  and  the  reversion  in  fee,  upon  the 
supposition  in  your  Lordships'  question,  that  no  estate  or  in- 
terest was  thereby  vested  in  Sir  William  Gordon,  we  are  humbly 
of  opinion  that  no  estate  or  interest  derived  under  any  of  these 
intermediate  substitutions  or  limitations  is  forfeited  to  ihe 
Crown  by  the  attainder  of  Sir  William  Gordon;  because  the 
substitutes  claim  as  persons  described,  and  their  estate  or  in- 
terest successively  is  to  be  considered  as  a  new  acquisition, 
which  can  be  no  more  forfeited  by  the  attainder  of  Sir  William 
Gordon  than  a  remainder  limited  after  an  estate  tail  in  Eng- 
land can  be  forfeited  by  the  attainder  of  the  tenant  in  tail  for 
treason. 

<*  Besides,  there  is  a  saving  in  the  Act  of  26th  Henry  YIII.  to 
all  persons  (other  than  the  offenders,  their  heirs  and  successors, 
nd  such  persons  as  claim  to  any  of  their  uses)  of  all  such 
right,  title^  interest,  &c.,  as  they  might  have  had  if  the  act  had 
not  been  made. 
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"  And  in  the  vesting  act  of  the  2(Hh  of  his  Majestj*s  reign,       174g. 
there  is  a  saving  to  all  persons  (except  the  forfeiting  persons,      gurdon 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assiens,  and  per-  ^'      , 

HIS  MAJBSTY  8 

sons  claiming  to  their  use,  or  in  trust  for  them)  of  their  estate,    adyocatb 
right,  title,  interest,  trust,  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  and 
so  on. 

«  And  we  are  humbly  of  opinion  that  the  saving  words  in  these 
actSy  and  particularly  the  word  right,  are  su£Gicient  to  preserve 
the  several  estates  or  interests  of  the  substitutes  in  this  setUe- 
ment  from  forfeiture." 

Lord  Chancellor  (Hardwicke)  further  explains  the  reasons  of 
the  judgment  in  a  letter  to  Lord  Kames  as  follows: — "  That  you  . 
may  the  more  clearly  see  the  grounds  whereupon  the  House  of 
Lords  proceeded,  I  take  the  liberty  to  inclose  a  copy  of  my  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Parker's  argument  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  in  the  House  of  Lords  upon  the  question  proposed  to 
them^  together  with  a  copy  of  their  Lordships*  order  taken  from 
the  journal.  I  found  some  difficulty  in  stating  my  question,  so 
as  to  avoid  making  the  English  Judgesjudgesof  the  Scotch  law, 
(which  would  have  been  highly  improper,)  and  simply  to  refer 
to  them  the  main  point  arising  from  the  construction  of  the  Act 
7  Anne.  For  tiiis  reason  I  was  forced  to  frame  the  question 
hypothetically,  and  to  insert  two  suppositions  of  points  merely 
of  your  law>  reserved  for  the  determination  of  the  House^  and 
which  were  determined  by  the  opinion  of  the  Lords^  given  in 
the  debate,  after  the  Judges  had  been  heard.  All  the  Lords 
concurred,  that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  an  estate  tailzie  with 
prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses,  is  an  estate  of  in< 
heritance;  and  that  by  the  same  law  no  estate  or  interest  in  the 
lands  was  vested  in  Sir  William  Cordon  by  virtue  of  the  limi- 
tation in  the  settiement  of  19th  October  1713,  to  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body  of  Sir  James  €h>rdon;  though  that  would  have  been 
clearly  otherwise  by  the  rules  of  the  law  of  England.  The 
question  put  to  the  English  Judges  was  reduced  purely  and 
simply  to  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  the  Parliament  of 
Great  Britain,  which  it  is  equally  the  office  of  the  King's 
Courts  in  both  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  expound ;  and 
every  thing  that  could  make  a  point  in  the  Scotch  law,  was  kept 
apart  for  the  decision  of  the  Lords,  the  proper  Judges  of  it 

**  To  repeat  the  several  reasons  of  the  judgment  in  the  cause  of 
Park  would  swell  my  letter  too  much ;  but  I  will  fling  out  two 
or  three  ideas. 

**  1.  My  foundation  was  the  express  declaration  of  the  legisla- 


668  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^<^^^'  tttre  in  the  preamble  of  the  Act  7  Anne,  whieh  is  the  baib  of 

00RD0N9         the  8nb«equeiit  enacting  clatue,  *  That  nothing  can  mora  ooq- 

18  mL'ebty's     *  ^'^^^  *o  improving  the  nnion  of  the  two  kingdoms,  Hiaa  that 

▲DYOCATB.       '  the  laws  of  both  parts  of  Great  Britain  should  agree  as  near  om 

'  may  be,  especiallj  those  laws  which  relate  to  high  tireasoii, 

*  and  the  proceedings  thereupon,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  crime, 
« the  method  of  proceeding  and  trial,  and  aUo  theforfttiures  and 
^punishment  for  that  offence^  which  are  of  the  greatest  concern, 

*  both  to  the  Crown  and  to  the  subjects/ 

*'  2.  The  enacting  clause  relative  to  this  subject,  is  penned  in 
words  still  more  general,  and  therefore  the  question  must  be  a 
.  question  of  construction  and  exposition,  wherein,  though  the 
proviso  immediately  following  cannot  extend  or  superadd  to 
the  enacting  clause,  it  must  be  allowed  to  explain  and  illas- 
trate  the  meaning  of  the  words. 

**  3.  That  judges  are  obliged  to  make  that  construction  which 
will  best  attain  the  declared  intent  of  the  legislators,  provided 
iSlie  words  of  the  law  will  bear  it;  and  therefore  that  Boch  a 
construction  as  would  produce  the  greatest  equality  between 
England  and  Scotland,  in  forfeitures  for  treason,  must  be  tiie 
true  construction. 

"  4.  In  this  I  felt  the  force  of  the  difficulty  arising  from  the 
di£ference  between  the  nature  of  your  strict  Scotch  entails  with 
substitutionB,  and  our  English  entails  with  remainders  over, 
which  you  have  so  clearly  explained,  viz.,  lliat  in  the  former 
every  person  called  to  the  succession  is  considered  as  an  heir, 
and  has  the  fee  in  him;  in  the  latter,  the  fee  or  estate  in  the 
land  is  broken  and  divided  into  distinct  parts.  But  then  I 
considered  what  was  to  be  allowed  as  the  consequence  of  this 
diversity  between  the  two  laws.  Was  a  tenant  in  tail,  although 
admitted  to  have  an  estate  of  inheritance  deseendible  to  his 
issue,  to  forfeit  only  for  his  life?  or  was  every  tenant  in  tail,  by 
reason  of  being  invested  in  the  ideal  fee,  to  forfeit  not  only  for 
himself  and  his  issue,  but  also  for  all  the  substitutes? 

"  Either  of  these  would  plainly  destroy  the  equality  in  fctfeit- 
ures  professed  to  be  established  by  the  Legislature,  and  not 
only  contradict  the  intent  of  the  act,  but  also  the  exprels  words 
of  the  preamble. 

"  The  knot  lay  here.    To  avoid  forfeiting  the  whole  fiee — ^for 

as  your  law  places  that  fee  in  every  tenant  in  tail,  and  don't 

admit  of  a  division  of  it  into  particular  estates  and  remainders, 

there  was  more  colour  from  legal  reasoning  to  carry  it  to  that 

large  extent,  than  to  make  a  man  who  had  a  fee  in  him  to  forfeit 
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for  his  life  only.   But  I  could  not  satisfy  m j  own  mind  that  this        * 
large  extint  was  either  agreeable  to  the  intention  of  the  Le-     ^^i^oi^y 
gislatnie^  or  a  just  and  equitable  measore    between  the  two  ^g  ^^^^g^^'g 
nations.  adyocatb. 

"  5.  How  was  this  to  be  avoided?  Bj  expounding  the  act  by 
analogy*  And  if  you  will  apply  your  usual  penetration  to  this 
point,  you  will  find  that  there  is  often  no  other  possible  way  of 
making  a  consistent  sensible  construction  upon  statutes  con- 
ceived in  general  words,  which  are  to  have  their  operation  upon 
the  respective  lawsofcwo  countries,  the  rules  and  forms  where- 
of are  different. 

**  These  general  words  will  probably  always  be  taken  from  the 
language  or  style  of  one  of  these  countries,  more  than  from  the 
other,  and  not  correspond  equally  with  the  genius  or  terms  of 
both  laws.  You  must  then,  as  in  other  sciences,  reason  by  an- 
alogff,  or  leave  at  least  one  half  of  the  statute  without  effect 
This  head  of  the  argument  from  analogic  is  not  unknown  in 
the  law  of  England.  It  was  long  since  established  upon  the 
statute,  De  dome  condilionalibue,  13  Ed.  I.,  which  enacts,  that 
a  fine  levied  by  tenant  in  tail  shall  be  ipso  jure  nuUue.  Stronger 
words  could  not  be  found  in  the  concise  words  of  those  ancient 
laws,  to  render  such  a  fine  an  absolute  nullity.  But  what  said 
the  Judges  when  they  came  to  construe  this  act?  They  said,  it 
should  be  construed  by  the  reason  of  the  common  law,  (L  e.  by 
analogy  to  that  law.)  That  the  question  was  to  create  a  disa- 
bility in  some  persons,  to  alien  to  the  prejudice  of  others,  and 
the  common  law  took  notice  of  such  disabilities;  and,  for  that 
reason,  a  tenant  in  tail  ought  to  be  ranked  with  ecclesiastical 
persons  seized  in  right  of  their  churehes,  or  husbands  seized  in 
right  of  their  wives,  who,  by  the  common  law,  were  disabled  to 
alien  to  the  prejudice  of  their  successors  or  their  wives.  That 
therefore  the  fine  should  not  be  a  nullity,  and  merely  void, 
but  should  work  a  discontinuance>  take  away  the  entry  of  the 
issue,  and  drive  him  to  his  proper  action  to  recover  the  land. 

"  There  are  other  instances  of  the  like  nature  in  our  law; 
but  I  am  aware  that  to  these  it  might  be  objected,  that  it  was 
reasoning  by  analogy  from  one  part  of  the  law  of  England  to 
another  part  of  the  law  of  the  same  country,  which  is  not  the 
present  case.    I  think  that  doth  not  weaken  the  example. 

**  The  rules  of  construction  upon  acts  pf  Parliament  are,  in  many 
respects,  the  same  with  those  upon  wills;  and  by  the  construc- 
tion made  in  the  case  of  Park,  the  words  of  the  preamble  of 
the  Act  7  Anne,  which  is  the  key  to  the  meaning  of  the  legis- 


V. 

FOBBB8. 
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^7^^'       lators,  are  strictly  complied  with,  ria.,   *  That  the  laws  of  hoth 
MAiTLAND,    <  parts  of  Great  Britain  should  (as  to  forfeitures  for  treason) 
'agree  as  near  as  may  he."    And  the  world  most  allow  that 
the  favourable  side  for  Scotland  was  chosen." 

"  Bat  though  by  this  decision  the  like  force  is  given  to  such 
substitutions  in  your  tailzies  as  to  English  remainders,  yet  they 
are  by  no  means  turned  into  remainders  to  any  other  purpose, 
but  are  to  be  governed  by  the  rules  of  the  law  of  Scotland  to  every 
other  effect ;  and  therefore  you  express  yourself  with  strict  pro- 
priety when  you  say,  that  by  this  judgment  a  remainder  is  in- 
troduced into  our  lata  with  respect  to  forfeiiure  only,* — Letter 
dated  12th  July  175?.    Kames,  EI.  p.  381. 


[M.  14431.] 


Mrs  Katherine  Maitland,  -        Appellant. 

Major  Forbes,  (et  e.  contra^)  -        RespondefU. 

House  of  Lords,  I2th  February/  1754. 

EntaiIi — Hbir-fbmalr — Sebvicb.^ — 1 .  Held  restrictions  of  en- 
tail only  to  apply  to  the  heirs-female.  2.  Also  held,  that  a 
retour  of  service  bearing  that  the  party  was  served  nearest  heir 
of  tailzie  in  general  was  good^  though  it  did  not  mention  to 
what  estate,  or  by  virtue  of  what  deed  of  tailzie,  and  carried 
right  to  every  subject  in  that  character. 

No.  106.  Sir  Charles  Maitland  of  Pitrichie  being  seized 
of  the  lands  of  Pitrichie  in  fee-simple,  descendable 

20th  Jan.  to  heirs-general,  executed  an  entail  of  this  estate. 
By  this  deed  of  entail  he  resigned  his  lands  in  favour 
of  himself  in  liferent,  and  to  Charles  Maitland,  his 
only  son,  in  fee,  and  the  heirs-male  to  be  lawfully 
procreated  of  his  body,  and  the  heirs-male  of  their 
bodies;  which  failing,  to  any  other  heir-male  to  be 
procreated  of  his  own  body;  which  failing,  to  the 
heirs-female  to  be  lawfully  procreate  of  the  said 
Charles   Maitland's  body,    and  the  heirs-male   of 
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their    bodies,  (the  eldest  daughter  or  heir-femaJe      ^754. 


always  succeeding  without  any  division);  which  fail-  maitland, 
ing,  to  Jane  Maitland,  his  eldest  daughter,  and  the  fokbbs. 
heirs  male  to  be  lawfully  procreate  of  her  body; 
which  failing,  to  Mary  Maitland  his  second  daughter 
and  the  heirs  jmale  to  be  lawfully  procreate  of  her 
body;  which  failing,  to  Margaret  Maitland  his  third 
daughter,  and  so  on  through  the  other  daughters 
in  same  terms. 

He  reserved  full  powers  to  alter  or  to  burden;  and 
in  the  event  of  the  estate  coming  to  his  daughters, 
he  imposed  this  condition,  '*  that  they  should  be  ob- 
'*  liged  to  marry  a  gentleman  of  the  Reformed  Pro- 
''  testant  religion,  who  is  not  cousin-german  to  her, 
"  nor  within  the  forbidden  degree,  of  the  surname  of 
''  Maithndy  and  bearing  the  arms  and  family  of  Pit- 
"  richie."  And  if  they  marry  a  gentleman  of  any 
other  name,  they  shall  assume  the  name  and  arms  of 
Maitland;  and  their  not  doing  so,  and  not  marrying 
a  person  of  the  Reformed  Protestant  religion,  is 
thereby  declared  a  contravention,  and  forfeiture,  of 
all  title  to  the  estate.  It  had  also  this  proviso: — 
That  it  should  not  be  lawful  "  to  any  of  my  daugh- 
"  ters  or  heirs  female,*'  who  happen  to  succeed,  "  to 
sell,  annailzie,  or  dispone  the  same,  nor  to  wadset 
or  impignorate  the  lands,  nor  to  burden  the  same 
with  any  sum  of  money  above  20,000  merks."  And 
if  the  estate  became  burdened  by  the  previous  heir 
with  this  sum,  then  they  were  strictly  prohibited  from 
burdening  it  with  any  further  sum. 

The  entail  was  recorded  during  Sir  Charles*  life- 
time; and  he  soon  thereafter  died,  without  altering 
the  tailzie. 

His  son  Charles,  now  Sir  Charles  Maitland,  suc- 
ceeded him,  and  by  deed  of  this  date  he  ratified  and  April  1,1703. 
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^7^^'      confirmed  this  tailzie.     He  then  obtained  a  charter 


M^TLAND,  under  the  Great  Seal,  proceeding  upon  his  father's 

FORBBs.     procuratory  of  resignation  and  tailzie,  but  died  soon 

thereafter  tvithout  being  in/eft^  and  without  issue  male 

or  female. 

May  5, 1704.      rj^^  estate   then    devolved  upon   Jane    Malt- 

land,  the  appellant's  mother,  as  the  entailer's  eldest 
daughter  and  heir-female  under  the  entail.  She  was 
served  and  retoured  heir  of  tailzie  in  general  to  her 
brother,  whereby  she  had  right  to  her  brother's 
charter,  and  to  the  unexecuted  precept  of  sasine 
May  24,       therein  contained,  and  of  this  date  took  infeftment 

1704     • 

on  it.    It  is  the  regularity  of  this  service  that  forms 
the  question  in  the  cross  appeal. 

Jean  Maitland  married  a  son  of  Lord  Arbuthnot, 
who  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the  entail,  in  so 
far  as  taking  the  name  and  wearing  the  arms  of  Mait- 
land were  concerned  She  survived  her  husband, 
having  issue  with  him,  a  son,  Charles  Maitland,  ad- 
June  B,  1733.  vocato.  Of  this  date  she  disponed  to  him  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body;  whom  failing,  to  return  to  herself 
and  to  any  other  heirs-male  to  be  procreate  of  her 
body;  which  failing,  to  the  heirs-male  of  the  body  of 
her  sister  Mary,  second  daughter  of  the  deceased 
Charles  Maitland  of  Pitrichie,  elder,  &c.,  the  lands 
of  Auchincrieve  and  SkiUmannell,  bemg  parts  of  the 
tailzied  estate;  and  upon  this  deed  Charles  Maitland 
1746.  was  infeft.  She  died  in  1746,  leaving  this  son  and 
two  daughters,  Kathenne  the  present  appellant,  and 
Ann  Maitland. 

In  making  up  his  title  to  the  estate,  it  occurred  to 
Mr  Maitland  that  the  limitations  in  the  entail  of  his 
grandfather,  Sir  Charles,  were  only  imposed  upon 
daughters  and  heirs-female,  and  as  he  was  not  an  heir- 
female  but  an  heir-male,  the  two  restrictions  agwist 
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marrying  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Maitland,  and      ^754;_ 
not  to  sell  or  charge  the  estate  with  debt,  did  not   *'^^^"'* 
apply  to  him,  he,  in  taking  out  a  retour  for  service,     w>»bm- 
did  not  insert  these  limitations  in  the  same;  and 
upon  this  retour,  so  taken  by  a  precept  from  the 
Chancery,  he  was  duly  infeft. 

In  1 747  he  then  made  a  new  settlement  in  favour  1747. 
of  himself  and  the  heirs  whatsoever;  whom  failing,  to 
the  appellant,  Catherine  Maitland,  his  eldest  sister, 
and  the  heirs  of  her  body;  whom  failing,  to  Ann 
Maitland,  his  youngest  sister,  and  the  heirs  of  her 
body;  whom  &iling,  to  the  respondent  Captain 
Arthur  Forbes,  the  eldest  son  of  Mary  Maitland  his 
mother's  immediate  younger  sister,  and  the  heirs- 
male  of  his  body,  &c. 

Charles  Maitland,  the  maker  of  this  last  settle- 
ment, died  in  1761,  without  issue,  whereupon  the 
appellant,  his  eldest  sister,  entered  into  possession 
of  the  estate ;  but  her  possession  was  contested  by 
Major  Forbes,  as  heir-male  of  Maaryy  the  entailer's 
second  eldest  daughter,  who  claimed  to  succeed  pre- 
ferably to  the  heir-female  of  JeaUy  the  entailer's 
eldest  daughter. 

Mutual  declarators  being  brought,  Major  Forbes 
maintained,  \st^  That  Mr  Charles  Maitland  was  af- 
fected by  the  limitations  of  the  entail,  and  could 
not-  alter  it,  or  introduce  a  new  destination  into  the 
succession.  2d,  That  Jean  Maitland's  retour  of  ser- 
vice as  heir  of  tailzie  in  general  to  her  brother  was 
inept,  as  it  did  not  mention  what  particular  tailzie, 
the  date  thereof,  or  describe  the  lands  entailed;  and 
her  brother  might  have  had  other  entails;  and  no 
parole  evidence  was  competent  to  supply  this  defect 
in  the  retour. 

The  appellant  maintained  in  answer,  1^^,  That 
the  limitations  of  the  entail  were  only  laid  on  datigh- 
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^^^'  >ters  or  heirs  female^  and  not  on  heirs  male,  which 
MAiTLAND  (jj^gj^j^igg  Maitland  undoubtedly  was;  and  the  prohibi- 
FORBEs.  tions  against  altering  the  succession  or  contracting 
debt  did  not  affect  him.  2dy  That  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary the  retour  of  service  of  Jean  Maitland  should 
set  forth  in  virtue  of  what  deed  of  tailzie  she  claimed 
to  be  served,  to  specify  the  date  thereof,  or  the  par- 
ticular estate  to  which  she  claimed  to  be  served  heir 
of  tailzie.  That  it  was  sufficient  the  excerpts  pro- 
duced from  the  Bailie  Court  established,  that  the 
entail  in  question  was  produced  before  the  inquest 
in  the  service,  and  shown  to  the  jury.  Besides,  this 
title  was  fortified  by  the  vicennial  prescription  of  re- 
tours,  and  the  positive  prescription  with  forty  years' 
possession. 
1753.^^'  On  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  CJourt,  of 

this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — "  The 
"  Lords  having  heard  the  report  of  Lord  Shew- 
''  alton,  of  the  procedure  before  the  macers  and 
''  their  assessors,  in  the  service  of  Major  Arthur 
''  Forbes,  as  heir  of  tailzie  to  Sir  Charles  Mait- 
"  land  his  uncle,  and  in  the  other  service  as  heir 
"  of  tailzie  to  Mr  Charles  Maitland  his  cousin,  write 
"  produced,  excerpts  of  retours  taken  from  the  re- 
"  cords  of  chancery,  and  parties*  procurators  there- 
"  on,  they  (by  the  opinion  of  ten  judges  against  two) 
' '  repel  the  objections  to  the  general  retour  of  the 
^'  service  of  Mrs  Jean  Maitland,  as  heir  of  tailzie  to 
"  the  deceased  Sir  Charles  Maitland,  her  brother, 
"  and  find,  that  the  said  general  retour  did  cany 
^'  the  procuratory  in  the  tailzie  1700,  and  ratifica- 
''  tion  and  settlement  1703,  and  charter  followiog 
*'  thereon :  And  that  therefore  the  said  Major  Ar- 
"  thur  Forbes  cannot  be  served  heir  of  tailzie  to  his 
''  uncle  Sir  Charles :  But  find,  that  Mr  Charles 
'*  Maitland,  advocate,  could  not  gratuitously  alter 
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"  the  destination  of  the  succession  to  the  estate  to      ^764. 


"  Pittrichie,   settled  by  Sir  Charles  Maitland,   his   m^^^land 
^'  grandfather,  by  the  said  tailzie  1700,  and  by  his     forbes. 
'*  uncle  Sir  Charies'  ratification  and  settlement  1703, 
and  charter  following  thereupon,  in  prejudice  of 
Major  Arthur  Forbes  the  purchaser,  of  the  brieve ; 
and  that  the  deed  granted  by  the  said  Charles 
''  Maitland,  advocate,  to  himself  and  his  sisters,  can- 
"  not  bar  the  said  Major  Arthur  Forbes  from  prose- 
"  cuting  his  brieves,  and  being  served  heir  of  tailzie 
"  to  the  said  Mr  Charles  Maitland,  his  cousin.    And 
"  decern  and  declare  accordingly." 
On  reclaiming  petition  the  Lords  adhered.  ^^g  9^  17^3 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  by  the  appellant,  in  so  far  as  they  decide 
against  her  right  to  the  estate,  in  preference  to 
Major  Forbes. 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellant : — By  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, every  proprietor  or  fiar  of  an  estate  tailzie  is 
at  liberty  to  alien  and  charge  the  tailzied  estate,  un- 
less he  be  expressly  prohibited  from  so  doing  by  the 
entail  itself.  By  the  deed  in  question  it  is  manifest 
that  the  maker  intended  to  favour  male-heirs  over 
female,  and  the  whole  scope  of  the  deed  is  directed 
to  this  object.  It  is  equally  clear  to  have  been  a 
part  of  his  intention,  not  to  make  a  perpetual  or 
unalterable  line  of  succession,  in  so  &r  as  these 
male  heirs  were  concerned ;  and  the  favour  he  shows 
them  is  precisely  this,  by  leaving  them  free  and  un- 
limited possessors,  while  the  real  limitations  are 
only  imposed  on  the  heirs-female.  The  terms,  heirs- 
female,  are  here  descriptive  of  daughters,  and  in 
contradistinction  to  males  descended  of  daughters. 
It  is  not  denied  that  this  is  the  meaning  in  which 
the  maker  understood  the  word  daughters.     Thus 
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^^^      then  the  restriction  firom  selling  or  burdening  is  im- 
AiTLAND    p^gg^  ^p^jj  ^jjgjjj  alone,  just  as  the  restriction  of 

poBBEfl.  marrying  a  Protestant  gentleman  of  the  name  Mail^ 
land,  and  also  the  prohibition  against  burdening  the 
estate  beyond  20,000  merks,  is  alone  directed  against 
them.  Nor  does  there  lie  any  objection  to  the  gen- 
eral retour  by  which  the  appellant's  mother  was 
served  heir  of  tailzie  to  her  brother,  as  it  was  quite 
in  accordance  with  practice,  to  serve  heir  of  tailzie 
in  general,  without  mentioning  therein  the  particular 
deed  of  entail,  or  the  lands  claimed,  and  conse- 
quently the  procuratories  1700  and  1703,  were 
sufficiently  carried  by  such  service.  Besides,  when 
regard  is  had  to  the  &ct  that  by  the  extract  pro- 
duced, it  is  proved,  that  the  tailzie  itself  was  pro- 
duced before  the  inquest;  and  when  it  is  considered 
that  the  act  regarding  the  prescription  of  retours 
bars  all  exceptions  after  twenty  years;  and  also  the 
possession  had  upon  the  title  for  more  than  forty 
years,  this  ought  to  be  conclusive  of  her  right. 

Pleaded  for  ike  Respondent : — ^It  is  admitted  by  the 
respondent  that  the  restrictions  of  the  deed  of  en- 
tail of  1700  are  not  imposed  on  the  heirs-male,  but 
only  on  the  heirs-female.  Mr  Charles  Maitland,  ad- 
vocate, was  in  law  an  heir-female,  and  not  an  heir- 
male ;  because  he  was  descended  of  a  daughter,  or 
heir-female.  Being,  therefore,  one  of  the  heirs-fe* 
male,  he  was  one  on  whom  the  restrictions  of  the 
entail  were  imposed,  and  consequently  debarred 
firom  altering  the  succession  arranged  by  the  entail. 
And  in  regard  to  the  general  service  of  Jean  Mait- 
land, it  is  quite  a  settled  rule  in  our  law,  that  theie 
is  no  ipsojwre  transmission  of  rights  from  the  dead 
to  the  living.  Until,  therefore,  the  estate  is  taken 
out  of  that  person,  by  an  infeftment  following  upon 
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titles  regularly  made  up,  the  estate  must  remain  in     ^764.  _ 
h(Breditate  jacente  of  that  person  who  died  last  vest    ^^'^^^ 
and  seized.    The  service  by  her  to  her  brother  Sir    fobbbs. 
Charles  was  therefore  inept  from  uncertainty,  be- 
cause it  does  not  specify  to  what  estate,  or  by  virtue 
of  what  deed,  he  claimed  to  be  served ;  and  there- 
fore the  service  of  Major  Forbes,  as  heir  of  tailzie  to 
his  uncle  the  said  Sir  Charles,  was  competent,  and 
ought  to  be  sustained,  as  well  as  the  service  to  his 
cousin  Charles  Maitland. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  said  original  appeal 
and  the  said  cross  appeal  be,  and  the  same  are 
herdnf  dismissed  this  House ;  and  that  the  said 
interlocutors  therein  complained  o/y  be,  and  the 
same  are  hereby  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Murray ,  A .  Hume  CampbeU, 
For  Respondent,   Wm.  Grant,  C.  Yorke. 

Note. — Lord  Elchies  has  an  elaborate  note  on  thb  case,  vide 
'*  Retour,"  Elchies'  Notes,  toI.  ii  No.  3.  On  the  objection  to 
the  retour  he  says,  **  Some  were  of  that  opinion  because  of  the 
forty  years'  prescription ;  others  because  of  the  excerpts^  which  I 
thought  signified  nothing  in  this  question." — See  also  Shames' 
Dec.  p.  53.  See  Cathcart,  v.  E.  of  Cassils,  16th  Not.  1802  (M. 
14447)  as  affirmed  in  part  and  remitted  with  instructions  from 
the  House  of  Lords  (1805)  and  finally  held  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion when  considering  this  remit  (1807)i  that  a  general  service, 
as  "  heir  of  line,  and  heir-male/'  not  being  equivalent  to  a  ser- 
vice as  heir  of  provision^  could  not  connect  with  a  particular 
deed,  which  destined  the  estate  in  favour  of  a  certain  series  of 
heirs.  There  seems,  after  it  was  so  adjudged  by  the  Court,  to 
have  been  a  second  appeal  in  this  case,  where  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Session  was  in  part  struck  at,  as  unwarranted  by 
the  former  remit : — viz. 

9th  May  1810.  "  The  Lords  find,  that  it  was  not  the  inten- 
*'  tion  of  this  House,- in  its  order  of  24th  May  1805,  either  speci- 
"  ally  or  generally  to  remit  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  review  their 

2p 
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17^'  "  interloeuton  with  regard  to  the  lands  of  M'Qowanstoik^  Hill  of 
MACKKNziE  «  Dmiogaiilock^  Dennyxnuck,  Whiteatone,  Pennyg^en,  barony  of 
**  Qreenan,  and  lands  of  Balyaird>  and  that  the  Court  of  Session 
**  were  not  authorised  to  review  their  interlocutors  with  relation 
*^  thereto^  by  the  said  order  of  this  House,  and  that  sodii  parts, 
*<  therefore,  of  the  said  interlocutors  of  the  Court  of  Session  of  the 
«  10th  of  February  and  24th  Noyember  1807,  as  hare  relati<» 
<'  thereto,  being  unauthorised  by  the  remit  of  this  House,  are  null 
**  and  Toid  (being  the  parts  of  the  interlocutors  which  are  unfa- 
^<  Tourable  to  the  appellant  Blane)  (Cathcart's  trustee),  and  ss 
"  such  complained  of  in  his  appeal,  and  with  this  declaration,  It 
"  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed.**— ^Mie 
case  infra. 


[M.  15459.] 


SiE  Kenneth  Mackenzie,  Bart,     -    Appellant. 
John  Stewart,  Esq.,  and  Others,       Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  14^  March  1754. 

Entail — Act  of  Parliament — Fraud. — ^An  entailed  estate 
was  sold  for  payment  of  debts  by  Act  of  Parliamadt  applied 
for  and  obtained  with  the  concurrence  of  the  appellant  and 
others,  substitute  heirs  of  entail.  Held  (reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Session),  that  the  appellant  was  not  barred  by 
such  concurrence  and  agreement,  nor  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, from  opening  up  the  whole  proceedings,  and  showii^ 
that  the  debts  fraudulently  represented  as  due,  were  fictitious 
and  not  chargeable  against  the  estate. 

No.  106.  The  Earl  of  Cromartie,  then  Viscount  of  Tarbat, 
NoTember28,  o^  ^^  ^^  executed  an  entail  of  the  lands  and 
1688.  barony  of  Boystoun,  in  favour  of  himself  and  his 

lady  for  life;  whom  f^ing,  to  his  third  son.  Sir 
James  Mackenzie,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body; 
whom  £dling,  to  his  second  son»  Sir  Kenneth  Blac- 
kenzie,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  with  several 
other  substitutions  over. 


J 
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The  entail  contained  the  usual  prohibitory,  irri-  nu. 
tanty  and  resolutive  clauses.  Infeftment  was  passed  mackekzik 
upon  it,  and  it  was  recorded  in  the  register  of  tail-  stbw'abt. 
zies.  The  maker  did  not  reserve  any  power  either 
over  the  estate  or  the  succession;  but  the  heirs  of 
entail  in  possession  had  power  to  jointure  tibeir  wives 
to  a  limited  amount,  and  to  charge  the  estate  with 
portions  for  younger  children,  not  exceeding  four 
free  years'  rent,  and  Sir  James  and,  the  other  heirs 
succeeding  to  the  estate  were  taken  bound  to  pay  to 
the  Eari's  eldest  daughter.  Lady  Anne  Mackenzie, 
the  sum  of  20,000  merks,  with  2000  meriLS  of  pen- 
alty, and  interest  from  their  death,  conform  to  bond 
of  provision  granted  her.  This  debt,  which  was  the 
only  encumbrance  on  the  estate,  was  afterwards  paid 
and  extinguished  by  the  father. 

Yet  these  extinguished  claims  of  debt  were,  along 
with  other  fictitious  claims,  made  the  foundation  of 
a  scheme,  formed  by  the  Earl  and  his  son.  Sir  James, 
to  break  this  entail  of  Roystoun. 

The  Earl  having  only  then  a  liferent  interest  in 
the  estate,  with  no  power  to  burden  for  debt,  he,  in 
coi]^unction  with  his  son,  granted  an  heritable  bond  Noyem.  16, 
up(Mi  the  estate  for  8250  merks.    And  on  the  9th  ^'^^- 
April  following,  conceiving  that  he  had  the  full  fee  of  X707. 
the  subject  still  in  him,  he  granted  a  new  disposition 
of  the  said  estate  to  his  son  Sir  James,  in  fee-simple, 
without  any  limitation,  and  without  taking  any  notice 
of  the  entail.  A  bond  was  also  granted  at  same  time, 
but  antedated,  to  his  daughter  Lady  Anne,  for  her 
20,000  merks,made  payable  at  Whitsunday  1689,  with 
interest  from  that  date,  instead  of  making  it  payable 
and  interest  to  run  from  the  Earl  and  Countess' 
death.    This  fictitious  bond  Lady  Anne  was  made 
to  assign  to  her  uncle,  Lord  Prestonhall.     And  on 
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^7^'      the  same  day  Lord  Prestonhall  granted  a  declarator 
HACKBNzis  ^f  ^y^g^.  ^  gjj,  James  Mackenzie,  obliging  himself  to 

8TBWABT.   assign  the  same  bond  to  Sir  James,  that  he  might 
use  diligence  against  the  estate  of  Rojstoim. 
After  the  Earl's  death,  Sir  James  succeeded,  and 

1739.  possessed  until  1739,  when  the  Duke  of  Argyle  of- 
fered a  very  inviting  price  for  the  purchase  of  the 
estate.  The  question  was  how  they  were  to  sell  so 
as  to  ^ve  an  unexceptionable  title?  The  plan  adopt- 
ed was  by  going  to  Parliament,  and  on  the  repre- 
sentation that  the  entailed  estate  was  exhausted  with 
debt,  obt^ning  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  sell  for  pay- 
ment thereof.  To  this  Sir  James  Mackenzie  ob- 
tained the  concurrence  of  his  only  son,  Sir  George, 
and  of  Sir  George  Mackenzie,  the  eldest  son  of  Sir 
Kenneth,  the  two  first  substitutes. ' 

An  act  was  obtained  accordingly,  but  it  was  care- 
fully concealed  that  these  claims  were  fictitious,  uid 
that  Sir  James  Mackenzie  had  an  interest  in  the 
said  two  debts,  he  representmg  them  all  along  to 
belong  to  bona  fide  creditors. 

The  next  substitute.  Sir  George  Mackenzie,  son  to 
Sir  Kenneth,  having  afterwards  discovered  the  fraud 
perpetrated  by  his  uncle,  brought  an  action  jointly 
with  his  brother  Gerard  against  the  respondent,  as 
representing  his  grandfather,  and  against  the  trus- 
tees on  the  Act  of  Parliament  so  obtained,  for  an  ap- 
plication of  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  after 
payment  of  just,  true,  and  lawful  debts  really  af- 
fecting the  entailed  estate  of  Royston.  In  defence, 
the  respondent  objected  that  he  was  barred  firom 
raising  this  question  by  the  agreement  he  entered 
into  with  reference  to  the  sale  of  the  estate  under 
the  Act  of  ParUament,  and  his  concurrence  therein. 

^ftnuary    ,     ^^  j^^^  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  held  Sir  George 
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not  barred  by  the  agreement  from  proving  that  thft     ^7^* 

debts  were  fictitious.  mackewzik 

But  the  interlocutor  was  altered  by  the  Court,  btxwa&t. 
who  '*  Found  that  those  debts  that  by  the  Act  of  July  i,  1762. 
'^  Parliament  are  appointed  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
''  price  of  the  estate  of  Royston,  must  be  stated  to 
*^  exhaust  the  said  price;  and  that  the  price  of  the 
*'  estate  being  exhausted  by  these  debts,  there  is  no 
^'  ground  for  a  further  compt  and  reckoning.  And 
''  therefore  assoilzie  and  decern." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — ^The  appellant  is  not 
barred  by  his  agreement  or  concurrence  to  the  sale 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  because  that  was  given  on  the 
faith  that  debts,  said  to  be  debts  against  the  estate, 
were  real  AehiA  bona  fide  due  to  the  creditors  therein, 
and  burdens  on  the  estate,  whereas  they  turn  out  to 
be  fictitious;  and  having  therefore  been  drawn  into 
such  consent  by  the  misrepresentation  of  Sir  James 
Mackenzie,  and  this  Act  of  Parliament  having  been 
obtained  upon  such  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  he 
is  not  bound  by  the  same,  nor  excluded  as  a  substi- 
tute, from  inquiring  into  the  reality  of  these  claims, 
because,  if  they  are  fictitious,  the  whole  residue  or 
price  will  then  belong  to  him.  Even  supposing  them 
real,  it  is  clear,  from  the  conception  of  the  entail, 
that  they  could  not  be  a  burden  on  the  estate  of  Roys- 
town.  Lundirie's  heritable  bond  could  not  be  so,  be- 
cause there  was  no  power  to  burden  the  estate  with 
debt;  and  in  regard  to  the  20,000  merks  of  provision, 
it  is  equally  evident  that  this  claim  was  already  ex- 
tinguished, and  only  again  fictitiously  raised  up  with 
accumulations  of  interest,  in  order  to  efiect  their 
purpose.    Neither  the  trustees  under  the  act  obtain- 
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17C4.  ed,  nor  Sir  James,  could  retain  more  of  the  purchase 
MACKBMziii  money  than  was  really  and  bona  fide  af^lied*  in  dis- 
sTBWAKT.  charging  the  incumbrances  supposed  by  the  act  to 
affect  the  estate.  IC  ther^ore,  there  was  none  soeh 
in  existence ;  or  if  these  creditors  had  compounded,  or 
agreed,  to  take  less,  or  agreed  to  take  nothing  at 
all,  in  either  case,  the  appellant  as  substitute  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit,  and  an  eventual  estate  left 
fre<a  to  descend  to  him.  But  assuming  the  debts  to 
have  been  real  debts,  it  was  clear  in  law,  that  Sir 
James,  during  his  possession,  was  bound  tokeep  down 
the  growing  interest  on  these  debts. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent: — The  debts  affecting 
the  entailed  estate  specified  in  the  Act  of  ParliamBit, 
must  be  taken  as  they  are  recited  therein,  especially 
in  questions  between  those  who  were  concurring  par- 
ties to  that  act ;  for  though  there  is  a  saving  clause 
inserted  to  protect  the  rights  of  those  who  are  not 
parties,  yet  it  is  a  binding  law  to  those  who  are,  and 
consequently  on  the  appeUant.    That  act  was  ob- 
tained with  the  consent  of  the  heirs  of  entail,  and 
particularly  the  appellant,  who  had  full  opportunity 
to  inform  himself  as  to  the  reality  of  the  debts  now 
impugned.    These  heirs  of  entail  received  a  valuable 
consideration  for  their  concurrence;  and  are  there- 
fore now  barred  from  opening  up  the  question. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  ad^udged^  that  the  interlocutors  com- 
plained of  be^  and  the  same  are  hereby ^  revers- 
ed; and  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Or^ 
dinary  of  the  20^  January  1747  be^  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  ajffirmed.     And  it  is  further 
ordered  that  the  Court  of  Session  do  proceed 
thereupon  according  to  justice,  and  the  rules  of 
that  Court,  without  prejudice  to  any  question  that 
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may  hereafter  arise  concerning  the  rdief  to  which, 
the  appellant  may  be  entitled^  against  what  per^ 
sons  or  streets  such  relief  (if  any)  ought  to  be 
extended. 

For  the  Appellant,  W.  Murray,  AUx.  Forrester. 
For  the  R^pondeiit»  A.  Hume  Campbell,  C.  Yorke. 

Note. — "  The  Lord  Chancellor  in  deliyering  his  opinion  expree- 
Bed  a  good  deal  of  indignation  at  the  fiandulent  means  of  obtain- 
ing ihe  act;  and  said  that  he  neyer  would  have  consented  to  snch 
private  acts,  had  he  eyer  entertained  a  notion  that  they  would 
be  used  to  cover  frauds." — Kames'  Die.  p.  7445. 


1754. 


STIRLING 

V. 
CAMBBOK. 


[M.  2439.] 


John  Stirling  of  Herbertshire,  in  the  ]  „ 

County  of  Stirling,  Esq.,         -         )    ^ 
Archibald  Campbell,   younger  of  )  „         .    ^ 

Succoth,  Esq.,      -        -        -         ) 

House  of  Lords,  2d  April  1754. 

Wadbbt. — Proper  and  improper  Wadset,  difference  between  them 
in  law^  and  also  as  a  title  for  voting. 

Captain  Campbell  claimed  to  vote  as  one  of  the  No.  107. 
freeholders  of  the  county  of  Stirling,  under  a  title 
which  was  objected  to  as  insufficient.  This  title  was  a 
wadset  entered  into  by  William  Stirling  and  his  ances- 
tor whereby,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  L.82,  the 
former  sold  and  disponed  to  the  respondent's  ances- 
tor, the  lands  of  Gunnershaw  and  others  within  the 
county  of  Stirling  for  twenty-one  years,  redeemable 
thereafter.  Upon  this  he  was  infeft  in  the  lands  so 
disponed,  consisting  partly  of  property  and  partly 
superiority. 
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^^^^'  The  appellant  objected,  that  the  respondent's  wad- 

*"^^"'^  set  being  an  improper  one,  and  not  a  proper  wadset, 
CAMPBELL  ^hich  alone  gave  a  freehold  qualification,  contended, 
that  he  had  no  right  to  be  placed  on  the  roll  of  free- 
holders: that  contracts  of  wadsets  were  of  two  kinds, 
proper  and  improper.  The  proper  wadset  is  that 
by  which  the  disponee  takes  possession  of  the  lands 
for  the  use  of  the  money,  and  is  not  accountable  for 
the  rents,  but  retains  them  for  payment  of  his  inte- 
rest, and  takes  the  hazard  of  them  in  all  events;  or 
as  it  is  expressed  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  1661  c. 
62,  '*  where  the  creditor  wadsetter  hath  the  hazard 
'^  of  fruits,  tenants,  war,  and  others."  The  improper 
is  that  wadset  whereby  the  wadsetter  is  liable  to  ac- 
count for  the  rents,  and  to  impute  the  surplus,  over 
paying  the  interest  of  the  debt,  in  extinction  pro 
tanto  of  the  principal  sum.  The  former,  therefore, 
is  a  right  of  property,  the  latter  a  mere  right  in  se- 
curity, and  so  ineffectual  to  give  a  right  to  vote. 

The  Court  of  Freeholders  having  dismissed  the  re- 
spondent's claim,  he  brought  a  petition  and  com- 
plaint to  the  Ck>urt,  complaining  of  that  sentence. 
Jan.  10,  The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — •*  Find 
''  that  the  complainer's  right  is  a  proper  wadset,  and 
"  the  lands  therein  mentioned  are  properly  convey- 
'^  ed,  as  well  those  whereof  the  feu-rights  of  l^e 
'^  vassals  were  excepted,  as  those  whereof  the  pro- 
perty was  conveyed?  Find  that  the  lands  were  re- 
gularly divided,  and  the  valuation  of  the  half  there- 
^'  of  made  in  the  year  1740,  and  was  confirmed  by  a 
^^  subsequent  meeting  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sup- 
''  ply  in  the  year  1763,  and  therefore  repel  the 
^^  objections  to  the  complainer's  title  as  to  these 
"  points. 
Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 


it 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  585 

brought  by  the  appellant,  the  party  objecting  to  the      i754._ 
respondent's  title.  stiwjno 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — The  greatest  part  of  campbell. 
this  wadset  consists  of  feu-duties;  and  the  Act  1681 
gives  the  right  of  voting  only  to  proper  wadsets  of 
lands.  The  difference  between  proper  and  improper 
wadsets  is»  that  the  person  in  right  of  a  proper  wad- 
set takes  the  whole  profits  to  his  oivn  use,  without 
any  kind  of  account.  In  other  words,  the  use  of  the 
land  for  the  use  of  the  money.  During  the  subsis- 
tence of  the  wadset,  he  is  absolute  owner  until  the 
redemption  agreed  on  take  place,  upon  repayment 
of  the  money.  Whereas  the  improper  wadsetter 
receives  indeed  the  profits,  but  is  accountable  for 
the  surplus  beyond  what  pays  his  interest;  and  such 
surplus  goes  pro  tanto,  in  extinction  of  principal. 
His  estate,  therefore,  is  not  absolute  or  certain,  and 
the  act  1681  confines  the  right  of  voting  to  a  proper 
wadsetter,  which  the  respondent  is  not,  upon  the 
principle  that  such  wadsetter  is  an  owner,  and  infeft 
in  a  fixed  durable  estate.  ^*\ 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — ^The  respondenrs 
title  is  a  proper  wadset,  as  he  has  taken  the  rents  of 
lands  for  the  use  of  the  money,  which  is  the  proper 
characteristic  of  a  proper  wadset  He  has  no  de- 
mand of  interest  from  the  debtor,  and  he  is  liable  to 
every  hazard  of  diminution  of  the  fruits  by  tenants, 
war,  and  troubles  which,  according  to  the  Act  1661, 
constitute  a  proper  wadset.  What  constitutes  an 
improper  wadset  is  where  the  creditor  has  his  inte- 
rest secured  to  him  by  his  debtor,  whatever  should 
be&l  of  the  rents.  The  creditor  may  agree  to  pay 
public  burdens — may  reserve  to  himself  any  parti- 
cular casualty,  yet  those  stipulations  do  not  alter  the 
essential  nature  of  the  improper  wadset,  and  convert 
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1755      it  into  a  proper  one;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference 
uisMAjKSTY'stjjg^t  1\^q  wadsct  IS  part  over  feu-duties,  and  not  en- 
V.        tirely  of  lands. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed^ 
and  that  the  interlocutor  complained  of  be^  and 
the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  A.  Hume  Campbell,  Al  Forres- 
ter. 

For  the  Respondent,  Wm.  Grants  W.  Murray. 


His  Majesty's  Advocate,    -        -        Appellant. 
William  Ubquhart  of  Meldrum,  Esq.,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  6th  February ,  1755. 

DscnsB  OF  Salb. — Patronage. — ^Tbstino  Claubb — Sasini. 
— IsL  A  decree  of  sale  does  not  cut  off  the  right  of  or  exdoide 
parties  not  called  in  the  ranking  and  sale;  and  the  Act  1695 
does  not  protect  a  purchaser  in  such  a  case.  2d.  A  contract 
as  to  patronage  sustained,  though  the  witnesses'  dedgnations 
to  the  subscription  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  were  not 
inserted  in  the  body  of  the  deed.  3d.  Found  no  objection  to 
a  sasine  that  the  notary's  docquet  did  not  mention  the  parti- 
cular symbols  used  in  passing  infeftment,  or  bear  the  notaiy'i 
motto  affixed  to  his  signature,  the  sasine  being  eighty  years  old, 
and  possession  haying  followed  upon  it. 

No.  108.  "^^^  respondent  believing  that  under  the  titles  of 
his  estate  of  Cromarty,  purchased  at  a  judicial  sale» 
he  had  good  right  to  the  patronage  of  the  church  of 
Cromarty,  on  the  occasion  of  a  vacancy  occurring 
presented  a  minister  to  the  vacant  benefice.  But 
his  Majesty's  Advocate  for  his  Majesty's  interest  hav- 
ing disputed  this  claim,  and  stated  the  Crown's  pre- 


CASES  OK  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  687 

ferable  right  before  the  Presbytery,  the  PreshytfiTy  17C6. 
rejected  his  presentation,  whereupon  the  present  ac-  ^"JJJJ^  * 
tion  was  radsed  by  the  re^ndent.  His  summons  «. 
set  fi>rth  that  the  Crown  had  in  1588  given  the  pa-  ^^^^' 
tronage  by  grant  to  William  Keith  of  Delny,  who 
disponed  It  to  Sir  Robert  Innes,  from  whom  the  es- 
tate of  Delny  and  patronage  of  the  parish  of  Cro- 
marty were  purchased  by  Sir  George  Mackenzie  in 
1656;  and  from  him  and  his  creditors  these  were 
purchased  by  the  respondent  conform  to  decree  of 
sale,  which  decree  he  contended  must  be  held  to  ex- 
clude the  Crown's  right.  In  defence  it  was  stated, 
Ist^  That  the  Crown  had  not  been  called  to  or  made 
a  party  to  the  ranking  and  sale,  and  therefore  was 
not  bound  by  it.  2d,  That  the  Crown  came  in  place 
of  the  Bishop  of  Boss,  who  was  patron  before  the  abo- 
lition of  episcopacy;  and  it  was  admitted  as  stated 
above,  that  the  Crown  had,  when  patronage  fell  into  its 
hands  at  the  Reformation,  executed  the  grant  in  fa- 
vour of  Keith  in  1588,  but  patronage  being  again 
restored  in  1606,  the  Bishop  of  Ross,  to  whom  it 
originally  belonged  before  the  Reformation,  having 
claimed  the  same,  an  agreement  was  come  to  in 
1636  with  Sir  Robert  Innes  their  possessor,  to  which 
the  Crown  and  the  Bishop  were  parties,  by  which 
the  Bishop  was  to  have  back  the  patronage  of  the 
church.  Accordingly  the  Bishop  received  back  his 
patronage  of  the  parish  of  Cromarty,  and  in  his  per- 
son it  stood  vested  at  the  final  abolition  of  episco- 
pacy in  1641,  when  it  again  reverted  to  the  Crown. 
In  answer  it  was  maintained  by  the  respondent  that 
the  Crown's  title  was  objectionable  in  many  respects. 
In  particular,  the  agreement  founded  on,  whereby 
the  Bishop,  after  the  restoration,  got  back  the  patron- 
age, was  null  and  void,  in  consequence  of  the  wit- 
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1755.      nesses  to  Sir  Robert  Innes'  subscription  not  being 
His.MAjBSTys  designed  in  the  testing  clause. 

V.  The  testing  clause  ran  thus: — ^*  In  witness  wnere- 

tJiujuHART.  ,,  ^f  gjj  ^^^  g^j  ^j^^^  parties  have  subscribed  ihir 

'^  presents.  Whilks  are  written  by  John  Dick,  servi- 
^*  tor  to  John  Gilmour,  Writer  to  his  Majesty's  signet^ 
''  day,  place,  and  year  of  God  above  written:  Before 

"  these  witnesses, and  John  Earl  of 

**  Traquhair,  High  Treasurer  of  Scotland,  witoesses  to 
''  the  signature  of  his  Majesty,  the  said  axteenth  day 
'^  of  May.  And  before  Walter  Hay,  Advocate,  and 
''  Peter  Bayne,  witnesses  to  the  subscription  of  thesud 
''  John,  Bishop  of  Ross.  And  before  John  Innes,  Mr 
*^  William  Innes,  and  Alexander  Livingstone,  witnes- 
''  ses  to  the  subscription  of  the  said  Robert  Innes  of 
''  that  ilk,    At  the     day  of         the  year  of 

"  God  1636."* 

The  witnesses  to  Sir  Robert  Innes'  signature 
signed  thus: — 

John  Innes,  Witness  to  Sir  Robert  Innes  of  that 
ilk  his  subscription. 

Mr  William  Innes,  Witness  to  the  samen. 

Alexander  Livingstone,  Witness  to  the  samen. 

The  contract  was  signed  by  nine  officers  of  state 
for  his  Majesty,  and  correctly  signed  and  tested  by 
the  Bishop  of  Ross.  The  objection  applied  only  to 
the  other  contracting  party,  Sir  Robert  Innes. 

It  was  also  objected  that  the  instrument  of  sasine 
which  followed  on  this  contract  in  fiivour  of  the 
Bishop  of  Ross  was  null  and  void,  in  respect  the 
particular  symbols  used  in  infefting  in  a  patronage^ 
namely,  the  psalm-book  and  keys  of  the  church,  were 
not  used  on  this  occasion,  and  also  that  the  sasine 

*  Where  the  blanks  appear,  the  writiDg,  from  age,  was  vfoni 
away. 
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wanted  the  seal,  and  motto  of  the   notary  who      17^^- 
nasaed  it  his  majesty's 

f^^      "•  %        ▲DVOGl.TE 

The  Court  after  full  argument  ''sustained the  ob-  «• 
'*  jection,  that  the  witnesses'  designations  are  not  in- 
"  sert  in  the  body  of  the  contract  1636;  but  find*^"**^^^'^' 
*'  that  the  same  may  be  supplied  by  condescending 
**  on  the  designations,  and  instructing  the  same.  And 
**  find  that  Sir  Robert  Innes  could  not  be  completely 
*'  denuded  of  the  patronage  in  question  in  &vour  of 

the  Bishop,  without  sasine  following  in  the  person 

of  the  Bishop.  And  repelled  the  objection  to  the 
''  Bishop  of  Boss's  sasine,  that  the  same  does  not 
*'  mention  the  special  symbols  delivered  at  taking 
**  infeftment,  in  respect  that  the  sasine  bears,  that 
'^  the  usual  solenmities  in  the  like  case  were  duly 
**  observed.  As  also  repelled  the  objection,  that  the 
**  record  of  the  said  sasine  does  not  contain  the  sign 

and  mark  used  by  the  notary  who  attests  it.   And 

they  also  repelled  the  objection,  that  the  precept 
*'  under  the  quarter  seal  on  which  the  sasine  pro- 
''  ceeded,  is  not  produced:  And  lastly,  they  repelled 
**  the  allegiance  founded  on  the  Act  of  Parliament 
^*  1695;  and  find  that  the  right  of  the  Crown  is  not 
"  barred  by  the  decreet  of  side." 

On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Lords  **  sustained  the  Dec  is, 
**  objection  that  the  witnesses'  designations  are  not  ^ 
*'  insert  in  the  body  of  the  extract  1636,"  kc. 

Against  these  interlocutors,  in  so  &r  as  they  sus- 
tain the  objection  that  the  witnesses'  designations  are 
not  insert  in  the  body  of  the  contract  1636,  the  pre- 
sent appeal  was  brought  by  his  Majesty's  Advocate, 
and  a  cross  appeal  by  the  respondent  as  to  the  ob- 
jections repelled  stated  to  the  sasine,  and  also  to 
those  founded  on  the  decree  of  sale. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — 1.  At  the  time  the  con- 
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'  ■  tract  in  question  was  executed,  neither  the  conmKm 

^  MAJESTY  8  -  - 

▲DYocATB  l^w  nor  the  statute  law  of  Scotland,  required  that 
URQUHART.  ^^  designstions  of  the  witnesses  should  be  inserted 
in  the  body  of  the  deed.  The  Act  of  Parliament 
1579  does  not  apply^  because  that  act  provides  for 
the  special  case  of  parties  executing  deeds  who  can- 
not write,  and  orders  two  notaries  before  four  wit* 
nesses  to  sign  them  for  him  with  the  view  of  prevent- 
ing £raud:  That  the  real  meaning  and  intent  c^that 
act  was  thus  £9)ecial  in  its  nature,  no  one  doubts. 
When  a  recent  deed  lies  under  suspicious  dreum- 
stanoes  of  having  been  forged,  or  fraudul^itly  ob- 
tained, the  court,  in  their  discretion,  might  order  the 
witnesses  to  be  designed;  but  in  the  case  of  this  deed 
there  can  be  no  suspicion,  because  the  high  rank  of 
the  parties^  and  the  immediate  publication  of  it  in 
so  many  records,  exclude  all  idea  of  fraud.  The 
length  of  time^  too,  makes  a  condescend^ioec^  their 
designations  impossible.  Looking,  therefore,  to  the 
statute  1579,  and  seeing  that  it  requires  only  the 
designation  of  the  witnesses  to  deeds  subscribed  by 
notaries,  where  the  parties  themselves  cannot  write, 
and  also  seeing  that  the  present  law  of  requiring  the 
designation  of  the  witnesses  was  mvt  introduced  until 
1681,  long  after  the  date  of  this  contiaet,  the  ob- 
jection to  it  on  that  ground  ought  to  be  repelled.  2. 
In  regard  to  the  cross  appeal,  there  are  no  fixed  synt- 
b<ds  of  infeftments  for  patronages^  and  it  is  sufficient 
tiiat  tile  Bishi^  of  Ross*  sasine  beazs,  that  the  usnal 
solemnities  in  like  cases  were  observed,  which  neces- 
sarily supposes  that  the  correct  symbols  were  used. 
3.  And  as  to  the  notary's  attestatioB,  it  is  suffi- 
cient that  it  contains  at  fiill  length  the  notary's  sub- 
scription and  attestation;  and  it  was  no  objection 
to  the  sasine,  that  bis  motto  and  cypher  are  not 
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cq>ied  into  the  record,  as  there  is  no  law  requiring.    ^^55. 
such  to  be  done,  and  no  invariable  practice  on  the  ^^^^^^ 

^  ^  AOV0CA.TB 

subject.  4.  As  to  the  decree  of  sale,  the  Act  1695  v. 
has  nothing  to  do  in  the  present  casa  That  act  se-  ° 
cures  to  purchasers  of  bankrupt  estates  every  right 
which  the  bankrupt  or  his  creditors  had ;  but  the 
appellant  is  not  a  creditor.  The  act  never  meant  to 
protect  such  sales  against  the  right  of  third  parties, 
not  called  as  parties  to  the  sale,  and  whose  estates 
had  been  erroneously  disponed  by  the  decree  of  sale. 
The  present  patronage  belonged  to  his  Msyesty,  and 
not  to  Sir  George  Mackenzie,  the  bankrupt^  at  the 
date  of  the  decreet  of  sale,  and  so  could  not  be  car- 
ried off  by  it. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — 1^  The  law  of  Scot- 
land requires  to  the  execution  of  all  deeds  that  the 
names  and  designations  of  the  witnesses  be  inserted 
in  the  body  of  the  deed.  The  Act  1579,  although 
apparently  applying  to  those  cases  only  where  writs 
are  subscribed  by  the  aid  of  notaries,  has  been  con* 
strued  by  several  decision^  to  refer  to  all  other 
deeds;  but,  at  same  time,  contrary  to  the  spirit 
and  intendment  of  that  act,  a  rule  had  crept  into 
practice,  of  allowing  the  designations  to  be  supplied 
by  condescendence.  The  latter  rule  was  expressly 
abolished  by  the  statute  1681,  which  also  enacted 
that  in  all  deeds  of  whatever  nature,  whether  sub- 
scribed by  the  parties  themselves,  or  for  them,  by 
the  aid  of  notaries,  that  the  designations  of  the  wit- 
nesses must  be  insert  in  the  deed,  consequently  that 
the  contract  in  question  is  null  and  void,  withcmt  the 
designations  of  the  witnesses  to  one  of  the  subscribing 
parties  thereto.  2dj  As  to  the  respondent's  cross 
appeal,  it  is  evident  in  law,  that  the  symbols  in  giving 
sasine  are  essential.    Here  none  are  mentioned,  and 
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^7^^'     the  usual  symbols  of  patronage^  being  a  psalm-bo(Js 
HIS  iLLjBSTT  8  qj.  jj^^  j^^yg  ^f  jjjg  chuTch,  those  not  having  been  used, 

V.        the  sasine  is  thereby  rendered  null.    3d,  Further,  ac- 
uiujuHABT.  ^^yjjjjg  jQ  ^jjg  Ys,yir  of  Scotland  every  notary  is  bound, 

in  passing  infeftment,  to  use  a  certain  motto  or  sign 
added  to  his  subscription,  the  object  being  thereby 
to  impose  a  check  against  forgery  and  fraud;  and  in 
this  case  the  notary  not  having  used  such,  the  same  is 
null  and  void.   4^A,  If  the  purchasers  at  judicial  sales 
were  to  have  their  purchases  evicted  from  them,  on 
latent  deeds  of  the  bankrupt,  or  those  from  whom 
he  derives  right,  it  would  entirely  destroy  the  fidth 
and  credit  due  to  such  sales,  which  are  esteemed  the 
best  security  in  Scotland.    By  the  words  of  the  Act 
1695  the  purchaser  is  for  ever  exonered,  and  the 
lands  purchased  disburdened  of  the  debts  and  deeds 
of  the  predecessor  of  the  bankrupt,  from  whom  he 
derives  right.    According  to  the  plain  intention  of 
the  Act,  they  ought  to  be  disburdened  of  the  debts 
and  deeds  of  the  author,  or  first  donor,  from  whom 
the  bankrupt  derives  right;  for  the  mischief  to  the 
purchaser  is  the  same,  whether  the  estate  be  evicted 
by  the  deeds  of  the  one  or  the  other.    Besides,  he 
ought  to  have  appeared  in  the  sale,  by  the  forms  of 
which  all  parties  concerned  are  apprised;  and  he  is 
not  in  bona  fide  to  say  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the 
ranking  and  sale. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Declared  that  the  want  of  the  designation  of  the  wit- 
nesses to  the  subscription  of  Sir  Robert  Itmes  in 
the  contract  of  1636  t^  suppliabk,  and  is  sufi- 
ciently  supplied,  in  the  present  case,  by  the  sub^ 
scription  of  the  other  parties  appearing  to  hate 
signed  that  contract,  the  length  of  time,  and  oAer 
adminicles,  proved  in  the  cause,  unthdut  am/  owide- 
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scendence.  Andit  is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  ^755 
thai  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  28^  Jidy  1758, 
and  the  interlocutor  of  18th  December  following^  v. 
adhering  thereto^  in  so  far  as  they  sustain  the  ob- 
jection.  That  the  witnesses'  designations  are  not 
inserted  in  the  body  of  the  contract  of  1636,  and 
require  any  condescendence^  be^  and  the  same  are 
hereby y  reversed;  and  that  the  said  objection  of 
the  want  of  designation  of  the  said  witnesses  be 
repeSed.  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  said  cross  appeal  be^  and  is  hereby,  dis^ 
missed  this  House,  and  so  much  of  the  said  inter- 
locuior  of  the  28th  of  July  1753  as  is  therein  com-- 
plained  of  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed.'^ 

For  the  Appellant,  W.  Murray,  R.  Dundas. 
For  the  Respondent,  A.  Hume  Campbell,  C,  Yorke. 

Note. — In  the  Court  of  Session  the' judges  said,  That  of  necessity 
the  witnesses  must  be  designed.  Therefore  lapse  of  time  won't 
free  from  nullity.  In  regard  to  non-use  of  the  proper  symbols  and 
the  notary's  motto,  they  repelled  these  objections,  the  sasine  being 
eighty  years  old,  possession  had  upon  it,  and  the  practice  as  to 
these  solemnities  at  the  time  not  being  uniform. — M.S.  on  Sess. 
Papers. 

Lord  Kames  obserres,  Dec.  p.  80 : — '<  It  appears  to  me  a  very 
clear  point,  that,  before  the  Act  1681,  it  was  not  a  necessary  sol- 
emnity in  an  obligation  subscribed  by  the  granter,  that  the  wit- 
nesses should  be  designed,  or  so  much  as  be  mentioned.  By  the 
common  law,  sealing  was  sufficient  The  Act  1 540  made  the  sub- 
scription of  the  party  essential,  without  any  other  form  than  that 
the  subscription  should  be  in  presence  of  witnesses.  It  was  not 
even  made  necessary  that  the  witnesses  should  be  named.  The 
Act  1579  relates  only  to  deeds  subscribed  by  notaries  in  place 
of  the  party.  This  is  an  extraordinary  power,  and  the  legisla- 
ture justly  thought  that  it  required  extraordinaiy  checks.  *A 
deed  subscribed  by  the  party  himself  is  in  a  very  different  case. 
Originally  sealing  was  thought  sufficient;  the  subscription  of 
the  party  was  made  necessary  no  earlier  than  1540;  and  in  the 

2q 


V. 
THOMSON. 
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^^^^'       1570  the  Bubsoription  of  the  party  was  in  all  appearanoe  reck- 

MURRAY     oned  of  itself  a  sufficient  secoritj  against  forgeij^  without  any 

other  check.      Therefore  neither  the  words,  nor  spirit  of  this 

statute,  comprehend  those  who  are  witnesses  to  the  subscripdon 

of  the  party  himself.'* 

In  this  case  the  general  question  of  the  efiect  of  a  decree  of 
sale  obtained  by  a  purchaser,  at  a  judicial  sale,  against  the  right 
of  a  person  not  called  in  the  sale,  was  debated,  and  decided  to 
be  ineffectual  as  a  bar  to  that  person's  right 

This  part  of  the  case  is  founded  on  by  Erskine,  B.  II.  tit  12, 
§  63. — Adopted  by  Professor  Bell,  2  Comm'  p.  321,  and  recog- 
nised in  the  case  of  Middlemore,  5th  March  1811,  Foe.  CciL 


[M.  7873.] 

James  MnBRAY»  Esq.,  Receiver-6e-  \ 

Deral  of  the  Customs  in  Scotland,  y  Appdlants. 
and  his  Majesty's  Advocate,       ) 

Andrew  Thomson  and  Others,  Ore- )  „         ,  , 
ditors  and  Adjudgers,      -    -    -      )       ^ 

House  of  Lords,  24<A  February  1755. 

Crown's  Pbsrooativb. — Crown  has  no  preference  for  leremie 
debt  OTer  real  estate — its  preference  onlj  extends  orer  more- 
able  estate  in  Scotland. 

No.  109.  John  Burnet  was  owing  His  Majesty's  Customs 
L.2616,  being  the  duties  on  tobacco  imported  bj 
him;  A  writ  of  extent  was  issued  and  certain  stuns 
recovered  against  his  personal  estate,  hj  which  the 
debt  was  reduced  to  L.1578, 13s.  5d.  sterling.  For 
this  debt  the  Crown  adjudged  his  real  estate,  and 
was  infeft ;  and  within  a  year  and  day  of  that  adjo* 
dication,  the  respondents^Iso  creditors  of  Burnet, 
adjudged  in  like  manner  his  real  estate.  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  Crown  had  a  preferable  rigbt 
over  the  real  estate  to  the  other  adjudging  crediton. 
The  adjudging  creditors,  subsequent  to  that  <tf  tbe 
Crown,  maintained,  that  the  Crown  had  no  prefer- 
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aace  by  law  over  other  creditors  in  real  estates  but      i756^ 
wly  over  the  moveable  estate;  aad  that  by  vir^    mdrrat 
tue  of  the  Aet  1661,  all  apprisings  within  a  year  and  raMisoir. 
day  of  the  firsA  effectual  apprising,  were  entitled  to 
rank  peri  passu.    To  which  it  was  answered,  that  by 
the  prerogative  of  the  Grown,  as  established  by  law, 
theKing'sinterestwas  pr^erable  to  all  other  creditors. 
The  Lords,  on  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  this 
date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — ^'Find  that  be-^oy.  17, 
**  fore  the  union  of  the  kingdoms  of  England  and 
'^  Scotland,  the  king,  by  the  laws  of  Scotland,  was 
*'  entitled  to  no  preference  for  revenue  debts  upon 
*'  the  real  land  estates  of  his  subjects,  but  according 
''  to  his  dil^nee;  and  find,  that  by  the  Act  6  Anne, 
*^  the  laws  oi  Scotland,  as  to  real  estate,  are  saved, 
and  declared  to  hold  place  and  be  observed;  and 
therefore,  find  his  Majesty  preferable  qdIj  pari 
*^  passu  with  the  adjudgers  within  year  and  day  of 
**  his  adjudication,  and  prefer  him  and  them  pari 
"  passu  accordingly.*' 
The  Crown  reclaimed^  but  the  Court  adhered.       J"iy  i^, 
Against  these  interioc^tws  the  present  appeal  was 
broi^t  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — By  the  law  of  Scot- 
land the  king  is  always  preferable  for  his  debt 
over  other  creditors^  especially  in  a  revenue  debt 
falling  imder  the  customs  and  excise.  This  prefer- 
ence is  not  confined  to  any  parti^ar  estate,  but  ex- 
tends over  all.  Nor  is  the  Crown's  preference  taken 
away  by  the  6  Anne,  which  provides — **  That  no 
"  debt  or  duty  from  any  of  the  debtors  or  account- 
''  ants  to  the  Crown  in  Scotland,  shall  affect  or  sub- 
ject any  real  estate  in  Scotland  of  any  such  debf^ 
ors  or  accoimtant,  to  the  payment  or  satisfaction 
of  any  such  debt  or  duty,  further  or  otherwise,  or 
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^'^^^'  '^  in  any  other  manner  and  form,  than  such  real  es- 
MUERAY  ^,  ^^^  ^^y^  ^^  ought  to  be  subject,  or  liable  thereto, 
THOMSON.  «  by  the  law  of  Scotland."  This  clause  does  not  cat 
off  the  Crown's  preference  for  revenue  debt  over 
real  estate  in  Scotland.  It  provides  that  the  king's 
prerogative  is  to  extend  no  further  than  it  may  or 
ought  to  be  extended  by  the  law  of  Scotland;  but  as 
the  law  of  Scotland  cannot  limit  the  king's  prero- 
gative, his  preference  attaches  on  real  estate  as  well 
as  personal. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — ^By  the  Act  1661, 
all  creditors  obtaining  decrees  of  adjudication  within 
a  year  and  day  of  the  first  effectual  one,  are  entitled 
to  be  ranked  pari  passu.  This  is  a  statutory  regola- 
lation,  and  the  Articles  of  Union,  and  the  Act 
6  Anne  establishing  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Scotland,  made  no  alteration  of  this  law,  or  any  ex- 
ception to  it  in  favour  of  revenue  debts  due  to  the 
Crown.  On  the  contrary,  in  so  far  as  real  estate 
was  concerned,  and  upon  a  sound  construction  of 
these  acts,  there  is  the  strongest  evidence  for  sup- 
posing that  real  estate  was  excepted.  The  Crown 
has  a  preference  over  the  moveable  estate  before  all 
other  creditors,  but  can  have  none  except  through 
force  of  diligence  on  the  real  estate. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  com- 
plained  of  be^  and  the  same  are  herebjf  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Murray,  Bo.  Dundas^  Rick. 
Lhyd. 

For  Respondents,  A.  Hume  Campbell,  S.  Fraser. 

Elchies'  Notes,  p.  16*  "  We  all  gaye  our  opinions  sepantim 
on  this  important  question,  and  unanimously  found  that  Mumj 
could  only  be  preferred  pari  passu,  and  agreed  that  a  contrary 
law  would  make  a  terrible  conTulsion  in  our  land  rights." 
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1755. 


[M.  2661.]  muT 

V, 
OBANT. 


Appellants. 


Edwabd  Hill  and  Catherine  Cabt- 
WRIGHT,  his  wife;  Mrs  Mary  Bur- 
roughs, Widow  of  Colonel  Bur- 
roughs, andFRANCES  Cartwright, 
&c.,  residing  in  England,  and  J. 
Hamilton,  W.S.,  their  Attorney, 

Sir  Archibald  Grant,      -        -  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords>  \Sth  MarcK  1755. 

Compensation.  —  Discharge. —  Foreign  Aduinistrator. — 
Compensation  was  pleaded  against  an  heritable  bond.  Held  this 
plea  was  barred  by  mutual  general  discharges  granted  of  even 
date  with  the  bond ;  and  not  competent  to  be  pleaded  against 
the  party  to  whom  the  bond  was  assigned,  although  assigned 
in  security.  Also  held  that  an  English  executrix  is  not  liable 
to  be  called  to  account  in  the  Courts  in  Scotland. 

Sir  Archibald  Grant  being  indebted  to  Lieut.-  No.  110. 
Colonel  Burroughs  in  the  sum  of  L.3810,  granted  an 
heritable  bond  for  the  siun  of  L.2000,  payable  five 
years  thereaftej.  This  bond  was  granted  as  the  re- 
sult of  an  adjustment  between  them  of  mutual  claims 
against  each  other,  and  of  even  date  therewith  a  dis- 
charge was  granted,  referring  to  the  debt  of  L.3810, 
and  to  this  bond  as  having  been  granted  in  full  satis- 
faction of  this  balance,  and  both  parties  mutually 
discharged  each  other.  This  bond  for  L.2000  was 
assigned  by  Colonel  Burroughs  to  his  father-in-law, 
Cartwright,  who  died,  leaving  the  appellants,  his 
daughters,  Catherine,  Mary  (Colonel  Burroughs' 
wife),  and  Frances,  his  only  chUdren  and  heirs. 

Colonel  Burroughs,  the  cedent,  died  in  October 
1742. 

The  three  daughters  raised  action  for  payment 
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^^^^'  of  this  bond.  In  defence,  it  was  pleaded,  That  the 
"^  bond  was  not  assigned  by  Colonel  Burroughs  to 
ORAMT.  Cartwright,  his  father-in-law,  for  an  onerous  cause, 
but  merely  to  enable  him  to  raise  a  fiind  of  credit, 
or  at  most  was  merely  in  security  of  a  sum  provided 
to  his  daughter,  the  Cdoners  wife,  by  marriage- 
contract  with  her.  That  this  provision,  if  due  to  them 
as  a  debt,  was  partly  satisfied  by  Cartwrigfaf  s  exe- 
cution upon  a  judgment  obtained,  and  partly  by  Mrs 
Burroughs'  intromissions  with  the  Coloners  effects, 
for  which  she  was  liable  to  account.  Yet,  assuming 
the  assignation  to  be  onerous,  still  the  debt  was  ex- 
tinguished by  compensation  by  debts  which  the  re- 
spondent had  paid  for  Colonel  Burroughs,  the  cedent. 
Being  concerned  in  several  contracts  and  leases  of 
mines  and  woods  along  with  the  Colonel,  the  re- 
spondent had  made  considerable  advances  for  him 
beyond  his  proportion.  To  this  defence  it  was  an- 
swered, That  the  assignment  of  the  bond  by  Colonel 
Burroughs  to  Cartwright  was  purely  onerous,  bangin 
implement  of  his  wife's  marriage-contract  provisions: 
That  no  part  of  the  debt  was  paid:  That  L.1607, 12s. 
9d.  had  been  recovered  by  execution  on  Burroughs' 
effects,  but  this  had  been  applied  to  the  discharge  of 
his  other  debts.  And  as  to  the  account  of  Burroughs 
effects  come  into  the  appellant  Mary's  hands,  At 
maintained  that  she  was  not  liable  to  account  for 
them  in  Scotland,  she  being  an  English  executrix 
under  the  English  will  of  her  husband,  proved  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury;  and  as  to  the 
plea  of  compensation,  there  were  no  grounds  even 
for  pleading  it  against  the  cedent,  far  less  against 
the  assignee,  because  the  whole  of  the  counter  claims 
referred  to  were  included  in  the  mutual  discharges 
granted  of  even  date  with  the  bond. 
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The  Court  of  this  date,  inter  cMa^   "found  that     ^756. 


u 
«< 

c« 


"the    pursuer,    Mrs    Burroughs,    who    adminis-      «^ 
**  trate  the   effects  of  the  deceased  Colonel   Bur-     grant. 
"roughs,  her  husband,  in  England,  is  not  bound  to"^^^^^^^^* 
"account  here  for  her  intromissions  in  virtue   of 
''  that  administration." 

On  reclaiming  petition  on  the  whole  points,  the 
Lords  afterwards  "  found  it  competent  to  the  said  de*  July  ii,  1754. 

fender  Sir  Archibald  Grant,  notwithstanding  the 
"  mutual  general  discharge,  dated  26th  September 

1733,  of  all  demands  preceding  that  date,  to  plead 

retention  on  account  of  debts  arising  from  copart*- 
"  neries,  though  contracted  prior  to  the  said  26th  of 

September  1733.  2d^  Found  that  there  is  suffi*- 
"  cient  evidence  that  the  bond  pursued  on  was  con- 
"  veyed  to  the  deceased  Mr  Henry  Cartwri^t  for 
"  security  and  in  implement  of  the  marriage  articles,  *' 
"  settling  the  sum  of  L.3000  sterling  upon  Mr  Bur* 
"  roughs  for  life,  and  after  his  death  toMrsBiuroughs 
"  for  life,  and  after  both  their  deaths  to  the  children  of 
'*  the  marriage;  and  failing  issue  of  the  marriage,  to 
"  the  siurvivor,  their  executors,  and  administrators. 
"  3cf,  Found  that  there  is  no  sufiicient  evidence  that 
"  the  sum  covenanted  by  the  marriage  articles  was 
"  satisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  Cartwright's  intro- 
*^  missions  with  Burroughs'  effects,  further  than  to 
"  the  extent  of  L.1040  sterling  applied  to  the  pur- 
"  chase  of  L.1000  capital  South-Sea  stock.  4^,  And 
"  found  it  competent  to  the  defendant  to  plead  com- 
"  pensation  against  the  bond  pursued  on  to  the  estent 
"  of  the  anmud  rents  during  Mr  Burroughs'  life.  5^, 
"  But  found  it  not  competent  to  the  defender  to 
"  plead  retention  on  account  of  Mrs  Burroughs  be- 
"  ing  administrator  of  her  husband's  effects  in  Eng- 
"  land,  and  of  the  defender's  counter-action  against 
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^765.       «  her  before  this  Court  for  recovery  or  allowance  of 

HILL       ic  Yiis  claims  against  her  deceased  husband;  and  re- 

GRkVT.     **  mitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accord- 

"  ingly." 

Not.  1754.       Another  reclaiming  petition  was  presented  but 

refused. 

Against  the  interlocutor  of  24th  July  1752,  so  fiir 
as  it  finds  compensation  pleadable  as  regards  the 
annual  rent  that  fell  due  during  Mr  Burroughs'  life, 
and  also  against  the  interlocutor  of  11th  July  1754, 
except  that  part  of  the  same  which  found  the  respon- 
dent not  entitled  to  plead  compensation  on  account 
of  Mrs  Burroughs'  intromissions  with  Colonel  Bur- 
roughs' effects  in  England,  an  appeal  was  brought 
The  respondent  also  presented  a  cross-appeal  agunst 
such  parts  of  the  interlocutor  as  were  against  him, 
and  in  particular  the  interlocutor  of  24th  July  1752» 
and  against  2d,  8d,  and  5th  articles  of  the  interlo- 
cutor of  11th  July  1754. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants: — The  mutual  general 
discharges  executed  and  signed  by  the  parties,  of 
even  date  with  the  bond  in  question,  totally  bars  all 
claims  of  compensation  or  retention,  and  proves  that 
all  such  claims  existing  prior  to  that  date,  were  there- 
by discharged  and  extinguished.  This  discharge  ex- 
pressly releases  '^  all  demands"  against  each  other 
preceding  that  date,  and  it  is  now  incompetent  for 
the  respondent  to  bring  forward  these  old  claims 
against  the  bond  now  sued  for.  Besides,  that  bond 
was  assigned  by  Burroughs  to  Cartwright  for  a  valu- 
able consideration;  namely,  the  securing  performance 
of  an  obligation  contained  in  an  ante-nuptial  contract 
of  marriage,  and  having  no  notice  at  this  time  of 
any  counter  claim  affecting  the  bond  assigned,  as 
existing  prior  to  the  assignation,  the  same  is  de- 
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mandable  by  the  appellants  purified  of  all  such  pre-  ^^^^^ 
tended  claims  of  retention  against  Burroughs  the  ^^^ 
cedent,  both  as  to  principal  as  well  as  to  annual  or^nt. 
rent  falling  due  during  Burroughs'  life.  Nor  does 
the  cause  for  which  the  assignation  was  granted,  as 
pleaded  in  the  cross-appeal,  a^ect  the  validity  there- 
of or  the  rights  of  parties,  or  the  question  whether 
retention  is  competent  or  not,  because  it  is  clearly 
established  that  that  cause  was  an  onerous  one; 
namely,  the  securing  to  his  wife  the  marriage-con- 
tract provision,  which  he  had  previously  become 
bound  to  secure.  And  in  regard  to  the  *cross-appeal, 
it  is  quite  clear  in  law,  that  an  English  administra- 
tor cannot  be  called  to  account  for  intromissions  in 
the  Scotch  Courts.  They  have  their  suit  against 
her  in  England  but  not  here. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — That  the  mutual 
discharge,  granted  of  even  date  with  the  bond,  did 
not  comprehend,  and  was  not  intended  to  cover,  the 
transactions  between  them  as  joint  partners  in  the 
mines.  These  were  not  then  in  consideration,  and 
not  then  even  known  to  the  parties,  as  the  debts  due 
by  the  concern  were  not  ascertained.  To  make  the 
discharge  therefore  extend  in  these  circumstances  to 
the  mining  concern,  would  be  a  stretch  of  construc- 
tion beyond  what  law  permits.  While  in  regard  to 
the  interest  of  this  bond  falling  due,  and  payable 
during  Colonel  Burroughs'  life,  it  is  quite  evident, 
that  it  was  attachable  by  his  creditors,  who  could 
plead  retention  against  it,  because  the  assig- 
nation, looking  to  the  nature  thereof  could  not 
exclude  retention  to  this  extent.  But,  further,  if 
Colonel  Burroughs'  effects  were  intromitted  with,  it 
is  impossible  to  say  how  much  of  the  marriage  pro- 
vision may  have  otherwise  been  recovered,  so  as  to 
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^^^^'  be  imputed  pro  tanto  of  the  claim,  and  thereby  to 
"J^  affect  the  onerosity  of  the  assignation.  And  as  there 
GRANT,  can  be  no  doubt  Mrs  Mary  Burroughs  is  bound  to 
account  for  the  sums  come  into  her  hands  of  her 
husband's  effects,  and  as  action  is  raised  against  her 
for  that  purpose,  she  was  liable  to  account  for  them; 
and  it  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  an  English 
administrator  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  Courts 
of  Scotland.  As  she  sues  in  this  Court,  so  also  ought 
she  to  be  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  to  which  she 
resorts. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudg^j  tkat  so  much  of  the  said  se* 
veral  interlocutors  as  is  complained  of  in  andig 
the  original  appeal  be^  and  the  same  is  hereby^  re- 
versed. And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudgeii 
that  the  said  cross^ppeal  be^  and  is  hereby^  di^ 
missed  this  House;  and  that  the  sefoeral  interloct^ 
tars^  and  parts  of  interlocutors,  in  and  by  the  said 
cross^appeal  complained  (f  be^  and  the  same  are 
hereby  y  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,   W.  Murray,  AL  Forrester. 

For  the  Respondent,  Robert  Dundas,  A.  Hum 
CampibelL 

Note* — In  giring  judgment,  it  was  obserred  by  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Session^  on  the  point  of  international  law : — '*  Hist 
Mrs  Burroughs  not  only  could  not  be  p  roperly  discharged  here, 
but  how  could  she  account  here  by  the  law  of  England?  How 
could  she  show  here  what  claims  were  against  her  in  England,  or 
what  allowances  she  was  entitled  to  by  the  law  there ;  or  how 
could  she  bring  her  husband's  English  creditors  to  account  here?" 
Upon  this  point,  which  was  made  the  subject  of  the  cross-appesli 
their  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords. — Fide  Fer- 
guson, See,  V.  Douglas,  Heron  &  Go.,  House  of  Lords,  11th  No- 
Tember  1796.    Appeal  cases. 
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Sir  James  Cockbubn  of  Langton,      -     Appellant,        1755. 
Sir  James  Cockbubn  of  that  ilk,      -     Respondent    cockburn 


V. 
COCKBURN. 


House  of  Lords,  21^^  Munreh  1755. 

Ptmi.i€  Ofpiob.— Office  of  Chief  Ushei  to  the  King  held  to  be 
adjudgable  by  the  creditors  of  the  party  who  held  the  ftppoint- 
ment»  the  same  being  hereditary  and  patrimonial  in  its  nature. 

Bt  charter  of  King  Bohert  11.  the  appellant  ob*  Yio.  111. 
tuned  a  grant  of  the  lands  of  Langton.    Various 
other  charters  followed,  and  one  in  1509  conferred 
on  his  family  the  hereditary  office  of  Chief  Usher  to 
the  King. 

In  1609  the  lands  and  barony  of  Langton  and  of- 
fice of  King^s  Usher  were  conveyed  to  Sir  William 
Cockburn  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  &c.  The 
£unily  getting  afterwards  into  debt,  Sir  James  Cock« 
bum  became  liable  for  several  of  those  debts,  in 
consideration  of  which  the  office  was  disponed  to  him 
on  ax^count  of  those  engagements.  At  the  same  time 
other  creditors  adjuflged  both  the  estate  of  Langton 
and  the  office  of  Chief  Usher. 

A  ranking  and  sale  was  thereafter  brought  of  the 
estate,  including  the  office,  when  for  his  interest  Sir 
James  Cockburn  appeared  as  disponee^  and  opposed 
the  sale  in  so  far  as  regards  t^e  office  of  King's 
Usher.  The  question  was  whether  the  office  of 
Chief  Usher  was  adjudgable.  Of  this  date,  **  on  re-  ©ec.  14, 1744. 
"  port  of  Lord  Amiston,  the  Lords  find  that  the  of- 
**  fice  in  question  is  adjudgable,  and  remit  to  the 
"  Lord  Ordinary  accordingly/' 

On  reclaiming  petition  the  Lords  adhered  to  their  juiy  23,1747. 
former  interlocutor;  and  of  this  date  the  Lord  Ordi- November  21. 
nary  decerned  accordingly." 
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^^^^-  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal 

oocKBURN  was  brought. 

cocKBURN.  Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — Grants  from  the 
Crown  of  offices  and  dignities  attach  to  the  person, 
and  continue  purely  beneficiary,  and  were  not  in- 
tended to  be  the  subject  of  commerce.  That  by  the 
principles  of  the  feudal  law,  which  still  continued  ia 
force,  these  could  not  be  alienated  by  the  grantee 
without  the  consent  of  the  Crown.  It  is  also  the 
law  of  Scotland  that  peerages  and  offices  are  not  in 
commerciOy  but  adhere  to  the  person  &voured,  and 
are  of  the  nature  of  a  series  of  life-rents  to  the 
grantee  and  his  descendants. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent: — By  the  law  of  Scot- 
land offices  heritable  in  their  nature  have  been  con- 
sidered as  feudal  and  patrimonial  estate;  and  as  such 
might  be  sold,  alienated,  have  been  transferred  in 
dowry,  let  on  lease,  and  are  equally  adjudgable  lat 
the  instance  of  bona  fide  creditors.  In  a  variety  of 
instances  they  have  been  so  adjudged  from  the  pro- 
prietors by  their  creditors  for  payment  of  their 
debts,  and  have  upon  these  titles  been  held  and  en- 
joyed by  the  purchasers.  It  is  in  every  sense  a 
strictly  feudal  and  patrimonial  estate  conferred  on 
the  grantee  and  his  heirs  in  fee  and  heritage;  and  it 
not  uncommonly  has  been  granted  to  heirs  and 
assigns.  All  these  authorities  show  that  the  office  is 
alienable  in  its  nature,  and  so  adjudgable. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed^ 
and  that  the  said  interlocutors  therein  complained 
qfbcy  and  the  same  are  herehy^  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  W.  Murray^  A.  Hume  CampbdL 
For  Respondent,  C.  Yorke^  Andrew  Pringle. 
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[M.  9819.] 

1766. 


Mrs  Isabella  Grant,  relict  of  James  )  SiiST 

Sutherland.         -        -        -  H^^"''      _^„. 

David  Sutherland,  heir-apparent  of )  UAsmmdeni 
James  Sutherland  of  Pronsie,  ) 

House  of  Lords,  15<A  April  Vibb. 

Hbreditatb  Jagbntb — Statutb  1695 — Fassitb  Titlb. — 
Held  that  the  statute  1695  as  to  the  passiye  titles,  is  a  coxrect- 
ory  statute,  and  must  be  strictly  interpreted,  and  did  not  ap- 
ply to  the  case  of  an  heir  who  possessed  an  estate  in  which  his 
predecessor  died  unentered,  and  to  which  he  declined  to  make 
up  title& 

James  Sutherland,  brother  to  the  respondent.  No.  112. 
died,  seized  and  infeft  in  the  estate  of  Pronsie,  leav* 
ing  a  son,  James  Sutherland,  to  succeed  him  in  the 
estate.  The  latter  married  the  appellant,  and  on  his 
marriage  with  her,  he  entered  into  marriage  articles 
by  which  he  became  bound  heritably  to  infeft  her,  in 
case  she  should  survive  him,  in  a  yearly  annuity  of 
800  merks  Scots  (L.44,  8s.  lOd.);  and  further,  to 
provide  her  in  a  convenient  jointure-house,  or  pay  her 
L.50r  Scots  yearly  (L.4,  3s.  4d.)  He  afterwards  died 
without  ever  having  been  infeft^  leaving  issue  of  this 
marriage,  one  son,  and  a  daughter.  On  the  son's 
death  in  1743,  the  estate,  which  stood  limited  to  heirs- 
fnale,  devolved  on  the  respondent,  who,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  annuities  and  other  debts  which  af- 
fected it,  and  which  exceeded  its  real  value, 
did  not  make  up  titles  to  his  brother,  for  fear  of  in- 
volving himself  in  the  payment  of  these  debts.  Jfot- 
withstanding  this,  the  appellant  raised  the  present 
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^7gg'  action  against  him  for  payment  of  her  annuity,  se- 
®^J^  cured  by  marriage-contract.  In  making  this  claim, 
SUTHERLAND,  she  founded  on  the  two  clauses  of  the  Act  1695; 
firsU  That  if  any  person  shall  serve,  or  by  abjudica- 
tion on  his  bond  hath  succeeded*  '^  not  to  his  imme^ 
"  diate  predecessor,  but  to  oAe  remoter,  as  passing 
by  his  father  to  his  goodsire,  or  the  like,  then,  and 
in  that  case,  he  shall  be  liable  for  the  debts  and 
'*  deeds  of  the  person  interjected,  to  whom  he  was 
''  apparent  heir,  and  who  was  in  possession  of  the 
'*  lands  and  estate  to  which  he  is  served  for  the 
"  space  of  three  years."  And  seoondy  That  **  if  any 
**  apparent  heir  for  hereafter  shall,  without  being 
'^  lawAilly  served  or  entered  heir,  either  enter  to 
*^  possess  his  predecessor's  estate,  or  any  part  theie- 
*^  of,  or  shall  purchase  by  himself,  or  any  other  for 
**  his  behoof  any  right  thereto,  his  foresaid  posses- 
^  sion,  or  purchase,  shall  be  reputed  a  behaviour  as 
^  heir.''  It  was  alleged  by  the  appellant  under  the 
first  clause,  that  had  the  respondent  6een  served^  ix 
possessed  the  estate  by  an  adjudication  on  his  b<Mid, 
he  would  have  been  liable  under  that  clause;  but 
as  he  had  entered  into  possession  without  those 
titles,  his  possession  must,  under  tiie  second  clause, 
be  considered  as  reputed  behaviour  as  heir,  and  so 
to  subject  him  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  his  prede- 
cessor. 
Dec.  12,  The  Court,  on  the  report  of  the  Lord  Qrdinaiy, 

^7^-  '       found,  ofthis  date, ''That  the  said  David  Sutherland 

(respondent)  of  Pronsie  is  not  liable  to  pay  to  the 

pursuer,  Mrs  Isabella  Orant,  widow  of  James 

'<  Sutherland  late  of  Pronsie,  her  annuity  in  her 

**  contract  of  marriage  with  the  sdd  James  Suther- 

^  land,  and  tfaerefiNre  assoilzie  and  decern  aoe<ffd- 

ingly-'* 


M 
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Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was      ^^^^'    . 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords.  **^' 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — ^That  the  estate  re-w™*^*^ 
mains  in  hereditate  jacente  of  the  person  who  died  last 
vested  and  seized,  until  the  title  is  established  in  the 
person  of  the  heir  by  infeffanent  proceeding  upon  his 
service.  While  unentered,  the  person  next  entitled  to 
succeed,  is  called  apparent  heir,  and  when  entered, 
he  is  in  the  construction  of  law  one  and  same  with 
the  defunct,  and  is  liable  universallj  for  his  debts.  Pro 
gestio  herede  has  the  same  effect,  because  the  person 
who  so  manages  as  heir,  is  also  liable  universaUy,  as 
if  he  had  entered,  for  the  debts  of  his  predecessor. 
The  Act  of  Parliament  1695  was  intended  to  prevent 
the  frauds  of  apparent  heirs,  so  as  to  secure  the 
rights  and  interests  of  creditors,  and  that  iheir  re- 
medy might  be  more  effectual  and  secure  against  the 
party  taking  the  estate.  By  the  first  clause  the  re* 
spondent  would  have  been  liable  had  he  served  heir, 
or  adjudged  on  his  bond;  but  under  the  second 
clause  he  is  equally  liable,  because  he  has  incurred 
a  passive  title  by  behaviour  as  heir.  He  possesses 
a  part  of  the  estate  as  apparent  heir,  and  yet  avoids 
to  complete  his  title.  This  ought  not  to  be  allowed, 
as  a  fraudulent  attempt  to  evade  the  claims  of  just 
creditors,  and  also  because  it  is  neither  agreeable  to 
law  nor  equity,  that  a  defect  in  titile  should  screen 
one  in  possession  of  the  estate.  Against  this  the 
Act  1695  was  expressly  enacted.  The  word  *^prede^ 
cessor/"  in  both  clauses  of  the  act,  was  to  be  con*- 
strued  as  descriptive  of  immediate  predecessor  or 
first  apparent  heir,  to  whose  debts  the  second  appar- 
ent heir  must  be  liable;  and  therefore,  wMle  the 
respondent  maintains  that  he  will  neither  enter 
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^^^^'     nor  renounce,  he  must  still  be  liable  under  the  sta- 


,;.        tutes. 


suTHBRLAND.  PUoded  foT  the  Respondent: — ^The  whole  argument 
here  assumes  that  the  respondent  has  taken  posses- 
sion of  his  predecessor's  estate,  and  therefore,  having 
done  so,  he  is  liable  under  the  statute  and  the  pas- 
sive titles  for  his  predecessor's  debts;  but  this  pre- 
sumed act  of  possession  is  a  mistake ;  the  fact  as  to 
that  being,  that  the  appellant  herself  is  and  has  been 
in  the  actual  possession  of  the  lands,  and  realising 
out  of  these  the  sum  of  L.31  per  annum  towards 
payment  of  her  annuity,  and  had  besides  retained  of 
her  husband's  personal  estate  L.670;  whereas  all  the 
benefit  which  the  respondent  could  possibly  realize, 
would  be,  the 'small  sum  of  L.6  or  L.7  per  annum, 
being  all  that  remained  of  the  profits  of  the  estate 
after  paying  this  annuity.  But  having  in  regard  to 
this  always  expressed  his  readiness  to  renounce  the 
succession,  and  never  having  attempted  to  possess 
the  estate,  to  enter,  or  to  behave  as  heir  in  the  sense 
of  the  statute,  he  cannot  be  held  liable  to  the  appel- 
ant's  annuity.  Besides,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  in 
order  to  vest  a  party  in  an  estate,  he  must  complete 
titles  according  to  established  forms,  and  be  infeft 
and  seized,  otherwise  on  his  death  the  estate  is  in 
law  not  considered  his  property,  and  cannot  be  dis- 
posed of  by  his  deeds,  nor  affected  by  his  debts.  The 
^  appellant's  husband  died  without  ever  having  com. 
pleted  his  title  to  the  estate  in  question,  and  there- 
fore his  creditors  have  no  remedy  against  his  heir, 
who  could  never  take  the  estate  as  representing  their 
debtor,  because  it  never  was  his  property,  but  re- 
mained in  hereditate  jacente  of  the  former  predecessor. 
The  first  and  second  clauses  of  the  statute  1695  da 
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not  therefore  apply  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case.     ^7^2- 
The  first  clause  subjects  an  apparent  heir  to  the  debts  •  »®»^* 
of  his  jMredeeessor^  who  has  been  three  years  in  pos-  suthkhulnd. 
session,  in  case  he  should  make  up  his  titles  by  ser- 
yice»  or  by  adjudication  on  his  bond;  but  the  respon- 
dent has  done  neither  of  these;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is»  has  he  subjected  himself  to  liability  under 
the  second  clause,  which  refers  to  behaviour  as  heir? 
Now,  it  is  clear  that  this  second  clause  refers  not  to 
the  case  of  an  apparent  heir  whose  ancestor  died  un- 
entered^  but  to  one  whose  ancestor  died  having  the 
property  of  an  estate  vested  in  him;  which  was  not 
the  case  here;  and  the  term  predecessor  must  there- 
fore be  held  to  apply  only  to  the  latter,  and  not  to 
the  former  case. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged^  thai  the  appeal  be  dismissed^ 
and  that  the  said  interlocutors  therein  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 


i 
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(  Note, — This  decision  orernileB  the  judgment  in  the  House  of 

I  Lords  in  the  preyious  case  of  Grant  v.  Sutherland^  vide  Craigie 


For  the  Appellant^  W.  Murray,  Andrew  Pringh. 
For  the  Respondent,  Sam.  Cox,  S.  Frazer. 


and  Stewart,  p.  416  and  426,  and  is  now  the  leading  authority^ 
together  with  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  8th  Jan.  1736  (9610),  and 
Leith  r.  Banfi;  9th  Dec.  1741  (9815.)-*Pr^Jor  Moris  Stair 
Notes^  cocxzzT. 


V. 
LOCKHUIT. 
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[M.  15404.] 
1756. 

iSS —     Sir  Alexander  Ross,  formerly  )  ^^^aw/. 

GiLMOUR,  Bart.,    -        -         )      yywA* 

ColonelJAMES  LoGEUSART,assum- )  »^«,,^j«j^ 
ing  the  surname  of  Ross,          ) 

House  of  Lords,  \2th  February  1756. 

Clause  in  Entail.— A  deTolution  clause  in  an  entail,  which 
contemplated  the  party  &Tored  possessing  the  estate  disponed 
first,  and  then  afterwards  succeeding  to  aoother  estate.    Held 

'  that  the  doTolution  clause  was  effectual,  though  the  partj  sno- 
oeeded  to  the  latter  estate  first,  then  afterwards  to  the  estate 
disponed  by  the  entail. 

Sir  Alexander  Gilmour  of  Craigmiller,  by  deed 
of  entail,  settled  his  estate  of  Craigmiller  upon  his 

Ap-28,1  'ei^jest  son,  John  Gilmour,  and  the  issue  male  of  his 
body;  whom  failing,  to  the  issue  male  lawfully  to  be 
procreated  of  Sir  Alexander's  own  body,  with  other 
substitutions,  reserving  his  own  liferent  Infeftment 
passed  .upon  a  charter  obtained  under  the  great 
seal,  whereby  Sir  Alexander  was  divested  of  the  fee 
of  the  property  of  his  estate  of  Craigmiller. 

General  Charles  Ross  of  Balnagowan,  who  was 
connected  with  the  Craigmiller  family  and  the  Great- 

Aug.  6, 1727,  ujj^lg  to  the  appellant,  also  executed  an  entail  of  his 
estate  of  Balnagowan  **  To  myself  and  the  heirs  to 
"  be  procreated  of  my  body,  the  eldest  of  my  heirs 
*'  female  succeeding  without  division ;  whom  failing, 
'*  to  Charles  Ross,  second  son  to  Greorge  Master  of 
'*  Ross,  who  is  only  son  to  William  Lord  Ross,  mj 
'*  brother,  and  the  heirs  male  to  be  procreated  of 
''  the  said  Charles  Ross  his  body;  and  the  heirs 
''  male  of  their  bodies;  whom  failing,  to  George  Boss 
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«  third  son  to  the  said  Master  of  Ross,**  &c.  In-  ■  ^^^*^: 
eluding  in  the  series  of  substitutes,  the  second  son  ^ 
and  his  descendants,  also  others  of  the  family  of  «>ckhart. 
Gilmour,  subject  to  a  devolution  in  case  of  their  suc- 
ceeding both  to  Craigmiller  and  Balnagowan.  Then 
follows  the  clause  in  General  Ross'  entail,  upon 
which  the  present  question  arises: — "  It  is  hereby 
'^  expressly  provided  and  declared,  that  whensoever 
"  the  said  Charles  Gilmour,  or  his  heirs  abbve  men- 
''  tioned,  succeeding  to,  and  possessing  my  estate^  shall 
*'  also  succeed  to  the  estate  now  belonging  to  the  said 
*'  Sir  Alexander  Gilmour,  then  and  from  thenceforth, 
'*  the  right  of  my  estate  in  their  favours  shall  cease, 
*'  and  be  extinct,  void,  and  null,  and  the  same  shall 
*'  fall  and  pertain  to  the  next  heir  of  entail  appoint- 
"  ed  to  succeed." 

It  happened  that  Charles  Gilmour  succeeded  first 
to  the  estate  of  CraigmiUer  by  the  predecease  of  his 
elder  brothers  without  issue,  an  event  not  contem- 
plated by  General  Boss's  entail;  and  his  son  (the 
appellant)  afterwards  succeeded  to  Balnagowan. 

He  contended  that,  as  the  event  contemplated  by 
General  Boss's  entail  had  not  taken  place;  namely, 
his  &.ther  Charles  Gilmour  ^r^<  '^  succeeding  and  pos-^ 
*'  sessing  my  estate  "  of  Balnagowan,  and  afterwards 
succeeding  to  the  estate  of  Craigmiller,  he  was  not 
bound  to  denude  Balnagowan  and  entitled  to  make 
up  titles  to  and  retain  both  estates.  This  was  op- 
posed by  the  respondent,  who  claimed  to  succeed  to 
the  estate  of  Balnagowan,  in  virtue  of  the  clause  of 
devolution  by  which  the  appellant's  right  to  the 
same  was  rendered  null  and  void  by  his  succession 
to  the  estate  of  Craigmiller. 

The  Lords,  on  a  fiill  argument,  pronounced  this  26th  Not. 
interlocutor: — "  Find  that  the  said  Lieutenant«Colo-  ^^^^' 


612  CASES  ON  APPEAL  I^ROM  SCOTLAND. 

^'^^^'      ''  nel  James  tiOfekh'ftrt  is  the  pcfrson  entitled  to  te 

^       *'  served  heir  in  special  to  the  deceased  George  Lord 

LocKHART.    u  Rqss  in  the  lands  and  estate  of  Batnagowao  k 

"  Virtue  of  the  daid  tailzie,  and  detem  ^md  deohve 
"  accordingly.'* 

Against  this  interlocutor  ihe  present  ^peal  was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appetknt  :^— The  event  provided 
for  and  supposed  to  take  place  by  Oeneral  Ross's  en- 
tail never  did  take  place;  namely,  Charles  iGrifanour 
fii*^  being  in  possession  of  the  e^te  oi  BalnagowaD, 
and  afterwards  succeeding  to  the  estate  of  Cfiugmil- 
ler,  on  which  event  alone,  their  right  to  the  estate  of 
Balnagowan  was  to  cease  and  determine.  But  the 
opposite  event  occurred;  tamely,  the  succession  first 
to  the  estates  of  Graigmiller;  and  the  maker  of  the 
entail  not  having  declared  that  he  was  to  de&ude 
the  estate  on  this  latter  event  which  has  occuited, 
-the  appellant  has  a  right  to  retain  possession  of 
both  estates.  At  all  events  this  is  clear,  that  the 
entailer  left  an  election  to  Charles  Gilmotir,  to  ^ 
Avhether  he  would  retain  the  one  estate  or  the 
Other;  but  this  election  was  only  to  be  exercised  in 
-the  event  contemplated  by  the  entail;  namely,  of  suc- 
ceeding first  to  Balnagowan,  so  that  unless  he  were 
to  succeed  to  the  latter  first,  and  then  to'Craigmiller, 
he  would  be  deprived  of  the  election  so  oodferred 
upon  him.  This  shows  the  intention  of  the  entsuler 
himself,  if  intention  were  to  be  admitted  to  aid  the 
construction;  but  here,  in  an  entail,  which  must  be 
strictly  con^rued,  no  evidence  of  intention  can  be 
admitted.  It  may  have  been  the  probable  intention 
of  General  Ross  to  enfoifce  the  devolution  in  whatso- 
ever manner  the  two  estates  may  become  joined  in 
one  and  the  same  person;  bilt  not  having  done  this 
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in  SO  many  words,  this  defect  in  the  entail  cannot  be      ^'^\ 
supplied  by  construction.  ^, 

Pleaded  In/  the  JRespondent  .-—'Shh  is  merely  a  ques-  ">ckha*t. 
tion  of  construction  upon  a  voluntary  deed  of  the 
natuTQ  of  a  testamentary  di^ositio^  wherein  th^ 
will  of  the  donor  must  be  the  rule.  Greneral  Ross's 
obvious  intent  was  to  ke^  the  estfttes  of  Balnagowan 
and  Craigmiller  separate,  and  never  to  unite  them  in 
the  same  family.  He  therefore  anxiously  providQSi» 
that  if  p  the  possessor  of  Balnagowan  should  afterwards 
succeed  to  Craigmiller,  then  and  in  that  case  Balna- 
gowan was  to  cease  to  belong  to  him,  and  was  then 
to  devolve  on  the  next  heir  of  entail.  The  mere  feet 
of  the  heir  succeeding  first  to  Craigmiller,  is  imma- 
terial, for  the  condition  ought  to  hold  whether  he 
succeeded  first  to  the  one  or  to  the  other.  It  is  not 
likely  that  he  would  succeed  to  both  at  the  same 
moment,  and  in  any  view  succession  to  the  one  must 
have  preceded  succession  to  the  other.  The  appel- 
lant's construction  of  the  clause  is  therefore  contrary 
to  the  whole  scope  and  evident  meaning  of  the  entail, 
as  well  as  to  the  words  referred  to, — that  intent  be- 
ing, to  preserve  the  General's  family-estate  and  name 
separate  and  distinct,  and  prevent  it  from  being 
unitedwith  another,  in  which  his  name  might  be  sunk. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  thai  the  mid  appeai  be  dis- 
mused f  and  the  interlocutor  complained  of  be^  and 
tf^  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  William  Murray,  Robert  Dundas. 
For  Respondent,  AL  Forrester,  Gilbert  Elliot. 
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1756. 


TURNBULL 
V, 

Boorr. 


Turnbull's  Creditors  (Erskine  and  )   , 
Others,        ....        l^PP^^^' 

Colonel  Scott  of  Comiston,     -  Respondeni. 

House  of  Lords,  21th  Feiyrmry  1756- 

Notour  Bankruptcy — Statute  1696. — Held  that  appxehen- 
sion  by  a  messenger  under  a  caption,  with  detention  for  a  whole 
night,  but  without  being  put  in  jail,  and  afterwards  allowed 
to  go  on  part  payment  of  the  debt,  was  a  sufficient  imprison- 
ment under  the  act,  so  as  to  constitute  notour  bankmptej. 


No.  114.  Alexander  Turnbull  of  Woodstown  becomiDg 
embarrassed  and  insolvent  in  1738,  a  real  creditor 
took  possession  of  his  estate  for  a  debt  of  13,000 
merks,  and  between  that  date  and  1742,  some  of  his 
creditors  had  raised  horning  and  caption  on  their 
debts,  which  obliged  him  in  1740  to  retire  for  a 
short  time  to  England,  in  order  to  avoid  imprison- 
ment. In  1742,  his  debts,  including  provisions  se- 
cured to  his  children,  amounted  to  63,000  merks,  of 
which  23,000  were  heritably  secured  on  the  estate, 
which  only  yielded  L.1000  Scots  yearly  rent. 

Sir  Alexander  Ogilvie,  one  of  his  creditors,  having 
raised  diligence  against  him  by  caption,  he  was  ap- 
ist'^i^S^^  prehended  on  31st  March  1742,  and  detained  in 
1742.  custody  of  the  messenger  for  one  night  and  part  of 

next  day  (1st  April),  at  his  own  request,  until  he 
could  communicate  with  his  friend;  whereupon  Ge- 
neral Scott  came  forward  and  paid  L.45  of  the  debt, 
upon  which  he  was  liberated  from  th^  messenger 
without  ever  having  been  imprisoned. 
Turnbull  in  the  same  month  (April)  obtained  a  sist 
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of  execution  under  a  suspension,  as  to  the  remainder      1756^ 
of  the  debt,  which  being  removed  by  the  Court  in  »"«^b"" 
June  following,  the  caption  was  again  put  into  the     kott. 
hands  of  the  messenger,  with  instructions  to  appre- 
hend and  incarcerate,  unless  the  debt  was  paid,  (re- 
peral  Scott  again  interposed  and  paid  L.5d3  Scots, 

rxu-    J  X  17th  June, 

of  this  date.  1742. 

Having  made  these  advances,  General  Scott,  of 
same  date,  took  from  TumbuU  an  heritable  bond 
secured  over  his  estate,  in  security  thereof  amount- 
ing to  10,000  merks,  and  was  thereupon  infeft. 

A  ranking  and  sale  was  brought  of  TumbuU's 
estate,  in  which  a  competition  arose  among  the 
preferable  creditors. 

It  was  objected  to  General  Scott's  heritable  bond, 
that  it  was  granted  in  satisfaction  and  security  of  a 
prior  debt  by  Tumbull,  after  he  had  become  a  notour 
bankrupt,  and  so  null  by  the  statutes  1621  and  1696, 
BS  well  as  void,  as  an  undue  preference  given  to  one 
creditor  over  another.  In  supporting  this  objection, 
they  referred  to  the  act  1696,  which  declares,  '^  That 
**  if  any  debtor  under  diligence  by  homing  and  cap- 
,*^  tion  at  the  instance  of  his  creditor,  be  either  im- 
*'  prisoned  or  retire  to  the  abbisy,  &c.,  and  be  after- 
*'  wards  found,  by  sentence  of  the  Lords  of  Session 
^'  to  be  insolvent,  shall  be  holden  and  reputed  on 
^  these  three  joint  grounds,  viz.,  diligence  by  homing 
"  and  caption,  and  insolvency,  joined  with  one  or 
^  other  of  the  said  alternatives  of  imprisonment,  or 
"  retiring,  or  flying,  or  absconding,  or  forcibly  de- 
**  fending,  to  be  a  notour  bankrupt."  The  act  then 
proceeds  to  declare  that  all  voluntary  or  other  deeds 
granted  by  such  a  person  shall  be  void  and  null. 

General  Scott's  bond  being  granted  on  17th  June 
1742,  the  question  was,  whether  at  or  before  this 
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^y^^-     .  date  Tumbull  was  notour  bankrupt;  and  whediar 
TURNBULL  there  was  imprisonment,  retiring,  and  abBcomdifig  m 
SCOTT,     the  sense  of  th^  act,  so  as  to  coti^itute  ndtdiur  betok* 
ruptcy. 

fTsT"'  ^^  ^^  ^^^^s  pronounced  tliis  interlocutor:— «  Hav- 
**  ing  advised  the  prepared  state,  repel  the  objections 
*'  made  to  the  heritable  bond  of  corroboration,  and 
"  prefer  Colonel  Scott,  to  the  personal  ci^itors  of 
"  Alexander  Tumbull  of  Woodstown.**    AncI  ott  re- 

Fe^niary  18,  claiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appe^  was 
brought  to  the  fiouse  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants:— ^hsA  at  the  tinote  the 
heritable  bond  was  granted  to  Greneral  Scott,  Tom- 
bull,  the  granter,  was  a  notour  bankrupt  in  i^fms  of 
the  statute  1696.    His  insolvency  is  proved  by  the 
documents  of  debt  lodged  in  this  ranking  and  sale, 
all  which  debts  were  due  at  that  date.    It  was  also 
proved  by  the  diligence  executed — by  several  cap* 
tions  beitg  out  against  him— by  imprisonment;  for 
although  he  was  not  put  actually  iiii  jail,  yet  being 
apprehended  and  detained  in  the  custody  of  th6 
messenger  for  a  night  and  part  of  next  day,  this  Wa$ 
sufficient  imprisonment  in  law,  and  in  the  sense  of  th^ 
statute:  Also,  by  his  concealing  himself  when  soi^ht 
td  be  apprehended  under  these  Captions,  and  on  one 
occasion  retiring  to  England  to  avcnd  execution.   So 
that  the  whole  requisites  of  the  statute,  which  go  to 
c6nstitute  notour  bankmptcy,  concur  to  establish 
that  at  the  time  he  executed  this  bond  he  was  in 
the  eye  of  law  a  notour  bankrupt.    But  the  grant* 
ing   of  this  bond   was  also  objectionable   undeir 
the  act  1621,  c.  18,  which  act  not  only  annuls  deeds 
granted  by  persons  in  insolvent  circumstances  to 
the  prejudice  of  prior  creditors,  but  also  all  deeds 
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gruted  by  ihem  to  an j  coojunek  w  eonfideDt  per-      ^^^- 
son.     The  debtor  here  was  insolvent^  and  in  these  '^*J*"^ 
circumstances  he  grants  the  bond  in  question  to  a      •con 
person  who  b  his  own  unck,  thereby  securing  to 
him  a  preferetice  over  every  other  creditor* 

Pleaded  by  the  Renpondent: — The  very  notion  and 
term  bankruptcy  and  bankrupt^  are  statutory  and 
unknown  to  the  common  law  either  of  England  or 
Scotland ;  there  can,  therefore^  be  no  equitable  but  a 
I^;al  bankruptcy,  and  none  is  a  bankrupt  but  he 
who  comes  under  the  description  of  the  statute.  No 
deed  therefore  is  affectable,  unless  the  debtor  who 
granted  it  was,  at  die  time  of  granting  the  security, 
within  the  description  of  notour  bankrupt  described 
by  the  act.    In  the  present  case  the  debtor  was 
neither  insolvent  at  the  time  the  security  was  granted, 
nor  was  he  at  any  time  bankrupt,  according  to  the 
words  of  the  statute.     That  statute  points  at  noto- 
rious bankruptcy,  not  to  any  One  mere  isolated  act. 
Apprehension  by  the  messenger,  and  detention  for 
one  nighty  and  enlarged  on  payment  of  the  debt  next 
day,  is  not  that  commitment  into  the  jail  which  in- 
fers imprisonment  under  the  statute.  The  law  intends 
by  such  bankruptcy  notoriety,  by  making  thedebtor*s 
situation  known  and  public,  so  as  to  interpel  credi- 
tors from  dealing  with  him; — that  this  is  not  to  be  in- 
ferred from  merely  apprehending  the  debtor  by  the 
hands  of  a  messenger,  for  this  in  all  cases  may  end 
in  payment  of  the  debt.    Nor  is  it  to  be  inferred 
from  insolvency  p&r  se;  because,  though  a  person 
may  be  so  circumstanced,  yet  he  may  continue  to 
enjoy  good  credit  in  business,  and  may  retrieve  his 
circumstances.    The  alternatives  of  imprisonment, 
retiring,  flying,  absconding,  or  forcibly  defending, 
are  the  requisites  described  by  the  statute.    These 
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i7fi#.      requisites  cannot  be  dispensed  with,  and  equipoUents 

LTHCART   eannot  be  received. 

«HAw.         After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  interlocutor  com^ 
plained  of  be  reversed;  and  it  is  hereby  declared^ 
that,  Alexander  TumbuU  hamng  been  arrested  and 
adiuaUjf  in  custody  of  the  messenger  upon  the  cap- 
tion at  the  suit  of  Sir  Wm.  Ogildey  was  impris- 
oned  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act 
of  Parltamentof  1696:  And itisthereforeordered 
that  the  objections  made  to  the  heritable  bond  ofcor- 
roboration  (Stained  by  General  Scott  be  sustained, 
and  that  the  respondent  Colonel  Scott  have  no  pre- 
ference to  the  other  creditors  of  the  said  AleJtan- 
der  TumbuU^  by  virtue  of  said  bond. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Murray^  R.  Dundas. 
For  Respondent,  Al.  Forrester^  CrUb.  Elliot. 

Note, — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session;  but  the  judgment  in  the 
House  of  Lords  has  been  founded  on,  and  is  the  leading  aatho- 
ritj  upon  which  all  the  subsequent  cases  have  been  decided  : — 
M'Adam  v.  Mllwiaith,  23d  Not.  1771.  Fac.  Col.;  Frazer  l^ 
Munro,  5th  July  1774, M.  1109;  M'Meath  t;.  MKellar,  1  March 
1791,  Bell's  Cases,  p.  22. 


[Mor.  15399.] 

Lord  Cathcart,  &;c.,      -         -  Appdlants. 

John  Stewart  N.  Shaw  of  Green-  ) 

ock,  by  his  Guardian,    -         -  ^MespondenL 

House  of  Lords,  I9th  March  1756. 

Entail — PowbrsofFxuino  and  Lbasing — IntbrbstopDkbt. 
— 1.  Question,  whether  an  heir  of  entail  in  possession  is^bdiiiid 
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to  keep  down  the  interest  rf  the  debt  on  the  estate  daring  his       ^T^^* 
possession.    2.  Where  power  was  reserred  in  the  entail  to    cathcart 
grant  feus  and  long  tacks^     Held  that  the  powers  exercised  in  ^* 

Tirtue  of  this  reseryation  did  not  fall  within  the  fair  and  ra- 
tional administration  of  the  estate,  and  therefore  fens  of  the 
greater  part  of  the  estate,  together  with  leases  of  the  mansion 
house  and  grounds,  and  sale  of  growing  wood,  reduced. 

Sir  John  Shaw  of  Greenock,  then  fiar  of  his  No.  115. 
estate,  executed  an  entail  of  the  estate  of  Greenock  1700. 
to  himself  in  liferent,  and  to  his  son  John  Shaw  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body  in  fee,  whom  failing,  to  a 
Series  of  substitutes. 

The  entidl  contained  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  re- 
solutive clauses,  **  to  alter,  innovate,  or  change  the 
present  tailzie  and  order  of  succession,  nor  to  sell, 
alienate,  dispone,  nor  to  wadset  or  burden  or  do 
any  other  fact  or  deed  whereby  the  same  might  be 
"  evicted,  apprised,  &c.*'  These  clauses  were  direct- 
ed against  the  maker  himself;  but  he  reserved  power 
to  himself,  *'  and  after  his  death  to  the  said  John 
**  Shaw  his  son,  and  the  heirs  of  tailzie  and  provision 
''  above-specified,  to  grant  feus  or  long  tacks  for 
**  such  spaces  as  they  shall  think  fit  of  any  part  or 
**  portion  of  the  lands.  And  also  power  to  the  said 
''  John  Shaw,  or  any  of  the  said  heirs  of  tailzie,  to 
**  contract  the  sum  of  50,000  merks  Scots  money  of 
**  debt,  and  therewitli  to  afiect  the  said  lands  and 
**  estate,"  for  provisions  to  daughters  and  younger 
children. 

After  Sir  John  Shaw's  death,  Sir  John  his  son,  in 
1718,  in  virtue  of  the  powers  contained  in  the  entail 
to  burden  the  estate  for  provisions,  granted  bonds  of 
provision  to  his  daughter  Marion  Shaw,  afterwards 
Lady  Cathcart,  to  the  extent  of  50,000  merks,  by 
three  several  bonds,  one  for  30,000  merks,  one  for 
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'^^'      1 7,000  meirks,  and  one  for  8,000.    These  were  made 
'^'",^^'  real  burdens  on  the  estate,  and  bore  interest  payable 
Bii^w.     fronj  (29th  September  1718>  their  date. 

He  al^o  feued  the  lands  of  J^iroadstone,  at  a  reserv- 
ed re&t  of  40s.  Scots  jeariy.  A  feu  was  also  greated 
of  part  of  the  town  of  Greenock.  These  grants  were 
not  disputed. 

But  nineteen  acares  of  the  town  c^  Greenock  still 
Autrust.  a,     remainii^  unfeued,  Sir  John,  of  this  date,  feued  the 
same  to  his  daughter  Lady  Cathcart  and  her  heirs,  at 
a  reserred  rent  of  20s.  for  every  fall  of  dwelling- 
nouse,  and  5s.  for  offices  and  gardenst»  with  a  reserved 
rent  of  L.d96  Scots  per  amium.    He  also,  of  this 
September  2,  date,  granted  feus  of  the  mansion  house  and  gardens 
of  Greenock  to  Lord  Cathcart,  which  Sir  Jcltn  him- 
self bad  buih,  enclosed,  and  laid  out,  since  the  date 
of  the  tailzie.    And  of  the  same  date  he  also  feued 
to  him  two  small  pieces  of  ground  lying  near  the 
town  of  Greenock,  intended  for  straightening  the 
south  boundary  of  the  town,  and  for  Imilding  a  new 
church;  and  for  the  whole  subjects  comprehended 
under  these  grants,  amounting  to  twelve  acres,  he 
was  taken  bound  to  pay  a  reserved  rent  or  feu-dutj. 
November  1,  He  also  of  this  date  feued  to  Lord  Cathcart  the  lands 
of  Wester  Greenock,  Finnart,  and  others.     He  like- 
November     wise,  about  the  same  time,  gave  him  a  lease  of  part 
of  the  estate  for  the  space  of  nineteen  years.     And 
by  contract  of  the  same  date,  he  sold  him  also  all 
the  wood  growing  on  the  estate,  the  greatest  part  of 
which  being  natural  wood,  was  ripe  for  cutting,  the 
remainder  had  been  planted  by   Sir  John  sinee 
the  date  of  the  tailzie. 

Action  being  brought  by  Lord  Cathcart  on  the 
death  of  Sir  John  (the  second),  against  the  respond- 
ent as  next  heir  of  entail,  for  principal  and  bygone 
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interests  of  the  bond  for  50,000  merkb;  and  a  ooun-      ^^^' 
ter  sjc&on  of  reduction  being  raised  by  the  xespond-  "^"r''" 
ent  to  set  aside  and  reduce  the  feus,  leases,  and  sale     ^"^^* 
'of  the  wood  above-mentioned,  the  questions  were, 
1st,  Whether  tiie  heir  of  ei^l  next  succeeding  was 
'entitled  to  relirf  from  the  arrears  of  bygone  interest, 
accumulated  during  the  previous  heirs'  possession? 
and,  2d,  Whether  the  several  feus,  the  leases,  and  the 
sale  of  the  wood  were  valid  and  efiectual,  and  a  £9tir 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  administration  reserved*  or 
an  infringement  of  the  entail? 

The  Lords,  of  this  date,  "  Found  the  pursuer  (re-  August  lo, 
spondent)  is  not  entitled  to  any  relief  against  the 
defender  (appellant),  as  heir  of  line  to  Sir  John 
''  Shaw,  of  the  annual  rents  of  80,000  merks  con- 
**  tained  in  the  heritable  bond  produced,  granted  by 
"  Sir  John  Shaw  in  implement  of  the  obligation  in  the 
contract  of  ^marriage,  to  pay  that  sum  to  the  only 
daughter  of  the  marriage;  but  found  the  pursuer 
is  entitled  to  relief  against  the  defendeor,  as  heir  of 
*^  line  aforesaid,  of  the  annual  rents  of  the  20,000 
*'  merks  contained  in  the  two  bonds  produced, 
''  whereof  the  one  for  17,000  merks,  and  die  other 
''  for  3000,  granted  by  Sir  John  Shaw  to  the  de- 
'*  fender's  fatiier,  in  exercise  of  the  &culty  contained 
''  in  the  entail,  and  incurred  during  the  life  of  Sir 
*'  John  Shaw;  and  therefore  found  the  said  John 
''  Stewart  Nicholson  Shaw,  and  his  said  iiutor,  admi- 
*'  nidtrator  of  law  for  his  interest,  liable  on  the  pas  • 
"  sive  titles,  in  payment  to  Hew  Dalrymple  and 
''  othor  trustees  of  the  late  Lord  Cathcart»  of  the  said 
''  principal  sum  of  50,000  merks,  contained  in  the 
''  bonds  pursued  for,  and  annual  rent  of  30,000 
''  merks  from  29th  March  1718,  and  annual  rent  of 
**  the  other  20,000  merks  from  Sir  John   Shaw's 
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il^|^_«  death  (9th  April  1752);  and  Ukewise  of  the  siim 
LTHCAET    «  of  3000  merks  of  penalty  contained  in  the  bond  of 
SHAW.     «  30,000  merks.     Sustain  the  reason  of  reduction  of 
**  the  feu-right  of  the  several  farms  of  the  wester 
**  barony  of  Greenock,  dated  1st  Not.  1751,  and  of 
''  the  four  feu-rights  dated  2d  Sept.  1751  of  the 
''  mansion-house,  office  houses,  gardens,  and  oourL 
^^  And  found,  none  of  the  planting  could  be  cut  by 
''  the  defender,  in  virtue  of  the  contract  of  sale  pro- 
''  duced  after  the  death  of  Sir  John  Shaw.     And 
in  respect  it  was  alleged  by  the  pursuer,  and  not 
denied  by  the  defender,  that  the  natural  wood  sold 
**  by  the  said  contract  was  not  fit  for  cutting  at  Sir 
^'  John  Shaw's  death:  Therefore  sustain  the  reasons 
^'  of  reduction  of  the  said  contract  of  sale,  and  repel 
**  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the  feu-right  of  the  town 
"  of  Greenock,  and  feu-right  of  that  part  of  the  brae 
adjacent  to  some  of  the  yardson  the  southside  of  the 
town  of  Greenock,  and  pieceof  flat  ground  on  the  top 
**  of  the  said  brae,  containing  in  whole  three  acres,  one 
''  rood,  three  falls,  and  eighteen  ells,  dated  Sept 
''  1751,  and  sustain  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the 
**  tack  of  several  farms  and  parts  of  the  estate,  dated 
''  30th  October  1751,  so  far  as  it  comprehends  the 
**  avenues  about  the  house;  but  repel  the  reasons  of 
**  reduction  thereof,  so  far  as  it  comprehends  any 
Jan^  31,       "  other  subjects.** 

On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Lords  also  sustained 
**  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the  feu-rights  of  that 
**  part  of  the  brae  adjacent  to  some  of  the  yards  on 
<<  the  south  side  of  the  town  of  Greenock,  and  piece 
**  of  flat  ground  on  the  top  of  the  brae,  contidning 
''  in  whole  three  acres,  one  rood,  thirty-three  fidls, 
''  and  ^eighteen  ells,  and  decern:  And  find  the  3000 
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•*  merks  of  penalty  due  if  incurred;  but  adhered  to  i756._^ 
•*  their  former  interlocutor,  and  refused  the  desire  c^^hoaxt 
**  of  both  said  petitions  as  to  the  other  points."  sbaw. 

Against  these  interlocutors  Lord  Cathcart   &;c. 
brought  the  present  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  in 
so  &r  as  concerns  the  interest  on  the  20,000  merks* 
bond:  And  also  in  so  far  as  the j  sustain  the  reduction 
of  the  feu-right  dated  1st  Nov.  1751,  of  the  several 
&rms  of  the  wester  barony  of  Greenock— of  the  four 
feu-rights  dated  2d  Sept.  1751 — of  the  mansion- 
house,  office-houses,  gardens,  and  court  of  Greenock, 
and  of  the  two  tacks  of  the  same — of  the  contract  of 
sale  of  the  woods — of  the  tack  of  several  farms  and 
parts  of  the  estate,  30th  Oct.,  so  far  as  these  com- 
prehend the  avenues  about  the  house;  and  against 
the  interlocutor  of  31st  Jan.,  in  so  far  as  it  reduces 
the  feu-right  of  that  part  of  the  brae  adjacent  to 
some  of  the  yards  on  the  south  side  of  the  town  of 
Greenock,  and  the  piece  of  the  ground  at  the  top  of 
the  brae,  feus,  sales,  and  lease ;  and  a  cross  appeal 
was  brought  as  regards  the  interest  on  the  heritable 
bond  for  30,000  merks  and  penalties  thereof. 

Pleaded  for  the  AppeUarUs: — Entails  generally  are 
to  be  strictly  interpreted,  and  no  limitation  is  ex- 
tended by  implication.  The  late  Sir  John  Shaw, 
absolute  fiar  of  the  estate  of  Greenock,  having  by 
gratuitous  settlement  confined  himself  to  an  estate 
tail,  reserving  to  himsdf  certain  powers  and  factdties^ 
the  question  was,  whether  he  had  exceeded  the  true 
measure  of  these  powers.  In  considering  which,  the 
powers  reserved  to  him  in  the  entaU  must,  in  law, 
be  construed  in  the  most  liberal  sense,  more  espe- 
cially in  a  question  with  a  gratuitous  donee.  He 
had  reserved  power  to  burden  to  the  extent  of  50,000 
merks  for  pjovifflons^  and  to  chaige  the  estate  accord- 
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1766.      ingly.  He  had  ^vf^eT  to  feu  and  to  grant  longli 
CATHCART   £^  g^^]^  space  as  thej  shall  think  fit.    1^/,  As  io  the 
SHAW.      50,000  merks  of  provision,  and  intere^  and  penali^ 
thereon,  no  objection  is  stated  against  the  principal 
sum,  but  interest  and  penalty  .are  demuided;  and 
what  the  heir  of  entail  now  states,  is,  >that  an  iieir 
of  entail  in  possession  is  bound  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  debts  charged  upon  the  estate  -during  his 
possession,  in  the. same  manner  as  if  he  had  only  a 
liferent  interest  in  the .  estate,  and  was  bound  to 
transmit  it  Ito  the  next  heir  of  tailzie,  in  the  same 
good  condition  that  he  found  it;  but  this  lias  no 
foundation  in  law,  and  it  proceeds  upon  an  erroneous 
supposition,  namely,  ithat  an  heir  of  entail  is  a  mere 
liferenter,  whereas  he  is  not  so,  but  an  absolute  fiar, 
except  in .  so  far  as  he  is  restrained  .by  the  limitations 
of  the  entail.    In  this  character  .he  can  cut  woods 
and  do  many  other  things  implied  ia  a  propvietoiy 
right;  and  unless  there  be  a  clause  compdlii^  the 
heir  in  possesion  to  keep  down  the  .interest  of  debt 
during  his  possession,  he  will  be  under  no  obligatioa 
to  do  so.    2d^  In  regard  to  ithe  granting  of  .the  -feus 
in  question,  it  was  quite  clear  that  by  the  powers  Te* 
served,  he  had  power  to  giaat  those  now  excepted 
to.    As  to  the  feu  of  the  farms,  the  reserved  power 
does  not  .confine  Sir  John  to  the  feuing  of  mere 
stances  for  building  tenements,  and  theref<»re  that  it 
empowered  him  to  feu  &rms  at  a  fair  rent,  as  the 
clause  ^'lo  grant  feus  or  long  tacks  of  ati^  part  or 
^*  portion  of  the  estate, ""  at  once  indicates.  Zd,  Thai 
in  jfegard  to  the  feus  of  the  mansion-house,  ofiioe- 
houses,  and  garden,  as  itiis  admitted  by  the  respon- 
dent, that  Sir.  John  had  power  to  grant  feus  of  dwell- 
ing houses,  yards,  and  offices,  there  was  no  reason 
for )  making  a  distinction  of  Sir  John's  own  hou^e. 
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The  greatest  part  of  the  house  had  been  built  since      ^^^^' 
the  date  of  the  entail  by  him,  as  well  as  the  greater   ^^^^^ 
part  of  the  pleasure  grounds  laid  out  and  planted,      ^h^^* 
4ith,  And  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  growing  wood, 
as  Sir  John's  interest  therein  was  unquestionable 
during  his  life,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  him 
then  to  sell  the  wood  to  a  purchaser,  nor  for  the  pur- 
chaser after  his  death  to  be  entitled  to  cut  the  same  in 
virtue  of  that  sale.    5th,  And  lastly.  As  to  the  feu  of 
the  town  of  Greenock,  the  power  reserved  of  feuing 
is  unlimited  in  its  nature;  and  therefore  there  was 
no  reason  in  the  objection  to  this  feu  on  the  ground 
stated,  namely,  that  instead  of  a  part,  it  is  of  the 
whole  town  of  Greenock  to  one  person. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — The  powers  reserved 
in  this  entail  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses  which 
are  binding  on  the  maker  of  the  entail  himself,  and 
being  so  construed,  it  is  obvious  the  powers  exercised 
in  the  manner  here  done  go  to  subvert,  and  are  m 
fraud  of  the  entail.  The  whole  estate  is  diverted 
from  the  heirs  of  entaU,  under  the  colour  of  feuing. 
And  leases  are  granted  not  only  of  the  lands  but 
also  of  the  mansion-house  and  pleasure  grounds, 
including  a  sale  of  the  growing  woods,  such  as  ob- 
viously pointed  at  an  alteration  of  the  order  of  suc- 
cession, and  a  complete  disposal  of  the  dominium 
utile  of  the  estate.  These  cannot  be  sustained.  !• 
The  arrears  of  interest,  amounting  to  L.4722,  can 
form  no  burden  or  debt  against  the  next  heir  of  en- 
tail succeeding  to  the  estate,  because  the  heir  of  entail 
in  possession  has  a  mere  liferent  after  paying  all  an- 
nual burdens  and  the  interest  of  debt,  and  was  bound 
in  law  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  50,000 

merks  debt  on  the  estate  during  his  possession.  Be- 

2s 
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1766. 


CATHGART 
V. 


sides,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  heritable  bonds, 
Sir  John  Shaw  bound  himself  personally,  as  weD 
SHAW.     ^  }j][g  }|q[].s  of  tailzie,  to  pay  the  annual  interest; 
and  over  and  above  this,  made  over  and  assigned 
a  proportional  part  of  the  annual  rents   of  the 
estate  in  question  to  Lord  Cathcart,  as  a  further  se- 
curity, and  in  payment  thereof  half-yearly.     K  the 
latter  therefore  allowed  Sir  John  Shaw  to  receiye 
and  uplift  these  rents  for  his  own  use,  for  a  period  of 
thirty-four  years,  instead  of  uplifting  them  himseli; 
this  was  a  wrong  application,  for  whidi  Lady  Gath- 
cart's  heir  must  suffer,  and  not  the  heir  of  entail.  2. 
Then,  as  to  the  feus  granted  by  Sir  John,  he  has  £ur 
exceeded  the  powers  reserved  to  him  by  the  entail 
To  grant  feus  of  nearly  the  whole  estate,  inclusive  of 
the  mansion-house,  offices,  and  gardens,  and  a  feigned 
sale  even  of  the  growing  wood,  and  all  this  for  meie 
ainsoiy  duties  or  rents,  was  very  like  aa  entire  tiaas- 
ference  of  the  estate  to  Lord  Cathcart,  in  defraud  of 
other  heirs  of  entail.    By  the  reserved  power  Sir 
John  was  only  empowered  to  feu  out  urban  tene- 
ments or  lands  for  purposes  of  building,  but  had  no 
power  to  feu  the  farms  of  the  estate.    3.  Neither 
had  he  power  to  feu  the  mansion-house,  garden,  and 
offices.    4.  As  to  the  wood,  as  Sir  John  Shaw's  in- 
terest in  the  estate  ceased  at  his  death,  he  had  no 
right  to  sell  the  growing  wood,  to  be  cut  by  a  pur- 
chaser at  some  remote  period  of  years  after  his  death; 
and  consequently  the  trees  standing  at  his  death  as 
pars  soliy  descend  to  the  next  heir  of  entail.    5.  Nor 
to  feu  the  whole  town  of  Greenock  to  one  person, 
instead  of  feuing  a  portion  merely  to  several  indivi- 
duals for  the  purpose  of  building. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutors  be  of- 
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jirmedy  with  the  following  variation;  viz.,  in  the       ^766. 
Jirst'-mentianed  interlocutor  of  the  IQth  August    cathcart 

1754,  ^/fer  the  words  (so  far  as  it  comprehends      shaw. 

the  avenue  about  the  house)  to  insert  these  words^ 

**  and  also  the  power  of  holding  courts  and  nam- 

ing  Baron  Bailies.'^ 

For  Appellants,  W.  Murray^  G.  Brotvn. 

For  Respondent,  B.  Dundas^  C.  Yorke. 

• 

Note, — ^This  case  was  much  relied  on  in  the  Roxburgh  entail 
(feu  cause,)  17th  December  1813,  Dotv,  toI  ii.  p.  149.  At  page 
227,  Lord  Eldon,  in  giving  judgment,  after  referring  to  the  words 
of  power  in  the  above  entail,  says, — '*  The  chief  question  there 
was  as  to  the  feu  of  the  Western  Barony;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
could  not  be  feued,  as  the  nature  of  the  reserration  showed  that 
onlj  such  parts  were  to  be  feued  as  were  fitting  for  dwelling 
houses  and  other  buildings,  and  as  it  was  not  probable  that  the 
town  of  Greenock  should  extend  to  that  length.  But  it  had 
been  said  in  that  House,  that  if  ever  the  time  came  when  the 
town  of  Greenock  should  extend  to  the  Western  Barony,  then 
the  heirs  of  entail  might  grant  feus  of  it." 

In  the  Queensberry  cases,  17th  Nov.  1807*  House  of  L<ndsi 
11th  Dec.  1813,  2  Thro,  p.  90,  Lord  AUoway  said,— <•  It  is  said 
without  any  express  prohibition  in  the  entail,  it  was  found,  in  the 
case  of  Greenock,  that  the  heir  of  entail  could  not  let  the  man- 
sion-house, or  the  ground  connected  with  it,  and  that  this  is  now 
settled  law.  I  admit  this;  and  even  although  it  were  an  anomaly, 
I  should  never  think  of  disturbing  any  point  that  has  been  de- 
cided either  by  the  understanding  of  the  country,  or  by  the  judg- 
ments of  the  Court." 

Lord  President  Blair,  in  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  January  1811, 
Fac.  Col.,  says, — "  The  case  of  growing  trees  is  a  case  of  diffi- 
**  culty.  Even  there,  however,  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  Green- 
^*  ock,  restricted  the  heir  in  possession  from  destroying  sUva 
<<  cedua,  which  was  not  mature  for  cutting,'' 
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^767.     Major  Forbes  of  Pitrichie,  Esq.,    -      Appellant. 
'     Andrew  Skene  of  Dyce,  and  Others,    Respondents. 


V. 
8KKNB. 


House  of  Lords,  25^  January  1757. 

Entail — Hbib  Femalb. — ^Passive  Repbbsbntation. — l.An 
entail  conceived  to  heirs  male,  whom  failing,  to  the  entailer's 
daughters  by  name,  and  the  hdrs  male  of  iheUr  body.  Held 
that  a  son  of  one  of  these  daughters  was  not  an  heir  female, 
but  an  heir  male  in  yirtue  of  the  destination.  2.  There  being 
no  annulling  clause  in  the  entail,  held  that  the  debts  contract- 
ed by  a  preyious  heir  affected  the  succeeding  heir  under  the 
passive  titles. 

^^-  This  case  arose  out  of  the  succession  of  Migor 

Forbes  to  the  estate  of  Pitrichie,  as  set  forth  in  the 
case  reported  p.  570. 

The  entailer's  son  Sir  Charles,  after  his  father's 
death,  ratified  the  entail,  and  resigning  on  the  pro- 
curatory  therein,  obtained  a  charter,  but  died  with- 
out issue  and  without  being  infeft,  whereupon  the 
estate  descended  to  Mrs  Jean  Maitland. 

During  the  few  years  Sir  Charles  possessed,  he 
contracted  debts  amounting  to  30,000  merks, 
(L.1666.)  Jean  Maitland  also  contracted  debt  to 
the  amount  of  20,000  merks,  (L.1111.)  When  her 
son  Charles  Maitland,  advocate,  succeeded,  the  es- 
tate was  further  burdened  with  L.2000  sterling. 
Actions  were  raised  by  the  respondents,  his  credi- 
tors, against  the  appellant,  as  representing  Charles 
Maitland.  In  defence,  the  appellant  maintained, 
That  Charles  Maitland  was  an  heir  female,  and  as 
heirs  female  are,  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  en- 
tail, laid  under  an  absolute  prohibition  '*  to  wadset 
*^  and  impignorate  the  aforesaid  lands,  or  any  part 
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"  thereof,  or  to  burden  or  affect  the  same  with  any      ^^67 
«  sum  of  money  above  the  simi  of  50,000  merks,'*  and     ^^^^^ 
if  the  estate  became  burdened  by  the  previous  heir     s&knk. 
with  this  sum,  then  they  were  strictly  prohibited 
from  burdening  it  with  any  more,  under  a  contra- 
vention and  irritancy  of  their  right;  and  as  the  en- 
tail was  his  sole  title  to  the  estate,  and  the  estate 
already  burdened  to  the  full  extent,  his  personal 
creditors  could  have  no  right  to  attach  the  same, 
nor  to  come  against  the  appellant  personally  for  the 
debt. 

Answered: — By  the  pecidiar  conception  of  the 
destination  clause,  the  appellant  was  an  heir  male 
and  not  an  heir  female.  This  is  apparent  from  the 
clause  itself: — '*  To  Charles  Maitland,  his  only  son 
in  fee,  and  his  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  which  fail- 
ing, to  his  younger  brothers,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
"  their  bodies  respectively;  which  failing,  to  the  heirs 
female  of  the  said  Charles  Maitland's  body;  which 
&iling,  to  Jean  Maitland,  his  eldest  daughter,  and 
the  heirs  male  to  be  procreated  of  her  body;  which 
*^  failing f  to  Mary  Maitland  his  second  dattghter^  and 
**  the  heirs  male  of  her  body^^  ice.  He  was  therefore 
not  bound  by  the  above  clause  directed  against 
heirs  female.  He  might  contract  debt,  and  omit  in- 
serting the  prohibitive  and  irritant  clauses  in  the 
title  which  he  made  up  to  his  mother. 

Of  this  date  the  Lord  Ordinary  found  the  appel-  July  di, 
lant  "  liable  to  make  payment  to  the  pursuers  of  the  ^^^^' 
^*  sums  libelled."    And  on  reclaiming  petition  the 
Court,  of  this  date,  adhered,  with  this  explanation: —  February  26, 
'*  \sU  That  Charles  Maitland  was  not  an  heir  female 
^^  in  the  sense  of  the  tailzie  made  by  Sir  Charles,  his 
^^  grand&ther,  in  1700.    2(/,  That  as  there  is  no  an- 
^  nulling  clause  in  the  said  entail,   the  same  can- 
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^7^7'       "  not  have  any  effect  against  the  pursuers'  debts. 

^^^«^~  ''  And,  3rf,  That  the  entaU  can  have  no  'effect  as  to 

SKENR.      ''  the  lands  of  Pitrichie,  and  others  to  which  Mr 

**  Charles  made  up  titles  as  heir  to  his  mother,  with- 

''  out  engrossing  the  prohibitive  and  irritant  clauses 

''  in  his  retour  and  infeftment/' 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — That  Charles  Maitland 
had  no  power  to  charge  the  estate  with  any  debt» 
being  bound  by  the  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolu- 
tive clauses  therein,  as  an  heir  female  under  the  des- 
tination of  the  entail — he  being  the  son  of  an  heir 
female,  (Jean  Maitland.)  And  his  mother  having 
exercised  the  power  reserved  to  burden  to  the  fiill 
extent  allowed  by  the  entail,  he  could  not  burden  it 
with  any  sum  beyond  the  sum  mentioned.  The  debts 
therefore  of  Charles  Maitland,  advocate,  cannot  af- 
fect the  present  heir  in  possession.  Even  supposing 
it  otherwise,  these  debts  of  his  being  merely  personal, 
and  never  having  been  created  a  burden  on  the  es- 
tate, could  not  affect  the  same;  just  as  it  was  equally 
clear  that,  if  he  had  done  any  act  or  deed  to  make 
them  a  real  burden,  they  would  have  in  like  manner 
been  ineffectual.  Nor  is  the  question  in  any  degree 
altered  by  Charles  Maitland  making  up  his  titles  as 
heir  to  his  mother,  without  engrossing  the  prohibi- 
tive and  irritant  clauses  in  his  retour,  because  this 
act  of  contravention  on  his  part  could  not  affect  the 
entail.  Besides,  it  is  only  an  heir  who  serves  ge- 
nerally to  his  predecessor  that  becomes  liable  uni« 
versally  under  the  passive  title.  But  this  rule  ought 
not  to  apply  to  an  heir  of  entail. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents : — Charles  Maitland 
was  an  heir  male  in  the  sense  indicated  by  the  ex- 
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press  destination  of  the  entail;  and  as  that  entail— iZ^ 
only  laid  the  restrictions  against  contracting  debt  on  ^^^ 
the  heirs  female  and  not  on  heirs  male»  it  was  skbmb. 
competent  for  him  not  only  to  contract  debt,  but 
also  to  make  up  his  title  without  inserting  in  his  re- 
tour  the  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses 
in  the  entail.  It  is  obvious  that  the  term,  heirs  fe- 
male, as  used  in  the  first  clause  is  descriptive  of 
daughters,  in  contra-distinction  to  males  descended 
of  their  body.  Thus,  *'  to  Jane  Maitland,  my  eldest 
"  daughter,  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  bodt/.''  But  even 
if  it  were  more  doubtful  than  it  appears,  it  would 
not  avail  the  appellant,  because  in  the  entail  there  is 
no  clause  annulling  the  debts  contracted,  and  the  re- 
solutive clause,  being  thus  defective,  leaves  the  estate 
open  to  the  debts  of  the  heirs  of  entail.  He  cannot 
pretend  to  maintain  that  he  is  not  liable  in  the  pas- 
sive titles,  because  he  has  entered  without  inventory 
on  the  possession  of  his  ancestor's  estate,  and  this  is 
sufiidient  to  subject  him,  whether  he  enter  as  heir  of 
line,  m  of  provision,  or  of  tailzie,  &c.,  and  whether 
by  general  or  special  service. 

After  hearing  connsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adfudged  that  the  said  appeal  be  dis- 
missedf  and  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  C.  York,  S.  Frazer. 

For  Respondents,  Robert  Dundasy  AL  Forrester. 

A7i/f .— Uoreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


KOXBURGU 
V. 
JBFFRKT,  &C. 
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[M.  2340.] 

Duke  of  Roxburgh,        -        -         AppeSant. 
Jeffrey  and  Others,  (Kelso  ease)       Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  \Sth  March  1757. 

Burgh. — Dues  and  Customs — Sbrvitudb — Prbbceiptioh.— 
\st,  Held  though  the  merchants  of  Kelso  could  produce  no 
charter  or  seal  of  cause,  jet  that  they  were  a  huigh  of  baronj 
by  the  charter  in  favour  of  the  Earl  of  Roxburgh  erectiiig  fan 
lands  and  the  town  into  a  barony.  But,  2d^  That  their  right  of 
entering  burgesses,  &c.,  was  subject  to  his  regulation  and  oontroL 
3£^  That  they  were  not  entitled  to  uplift  the  dues  and  cuscoms, 
and  their  claim  to  hare  the  past  dues  and  customs  applied  to 
the  common  good  of  the  burgh  was  prescribed.  4/A,  That 
though  they  had  immemorial  possession  of  a  right  of  bleaching 
skins,  and  drying  and  washing  linen  on  the  island  of  Ana,  yet 
they  had  not  acquired  any  servitude  over  it. 

No.  Before  the  Reformation  the  lands  and  village  of 

Kelso  had  belonged  to  the  abbots  and  monastery  of 
Kelso.  They  afterwards  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  Earl  of  Roxburgh.  Thereafter  a  contract  was 
entered  into  between  His  Majesty  and  the  Earl, 
whereby,  on  resigning  these  lands,  comprehending 
the  town  and  lands  of  Kelso,  with  the  customs  and 
dues  of  the  town,  His  Majesty  agreed  to  give  a 
charter,  "  erecting  the  said  town  of  Kelso,  with  all 
^'  and  sundry  lands,  tenements,  cottages,  houses,  and 
"  all  other  pertinents  within  the  territory  of  the 
''  same,  in  ane  free  Burgh  of  Barony,  to  be  called  in 
''  all  time  coming  the  Burgh  of  Kelso,  with  all  lib^- 
"  ties  and  privileges  of  Burgh  of  Barony,  and  to  hold 
"  weekly  upon  Saturday  ane  market-day,"  and  "  with 
*'  power  to  hold  two  fairs,  and  with  power  to  this 
'^  said  Earl  to  elect  and  choose  bailies,  clerks^  offi- 
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"  cers,  and  to  uplift  customs  and  duties  of  the  same; ^ 

markets  and  fairs,  and  also  uniting  the  same  lands. 


milns,  and  Burgh  of  Barony,  to  be  called  the"*^"^»^ 
"  Lordship  and  Barony  of  Haliden." 

In  terms  of  this  contract  a  charter  was  granted  to  i634. 
the  Earl  by  the  Crown,  in  terms  as  above,  erecting 
the  Burgh  of  Kelso  into  a  Burgh  of  Barony,  with 
right  to  the  Earl  to  admit  burgesses,  and  to  uplift 
the  customs  and  duties  of  the  market  and  fairs.  It 
contains  no  obligation  on  him  to  be  accountable  for 
these  any  more  than  for  the  rents  of  the  other  pre- 
mises; but  it  contains  this  clause,  "  custumas  et  di- 
"  vorias  earundem  recipiendi  et  levandi,  et  easdem 
**  ad  commune  bonum  dicti  burgi  appUcandi^ 

This  clause,  authorizing  the  customs  and  dues  to 
be  applied  to  the  uses  and  good  of  the  burgh,  was 
not  in  the  contract,  which  was  the  warrant  of  the 
charter. 

In  the  subsequent  charters  this  clause,  '^  ad  com- 
*'  mune  bonum  burgi"  was  omitted:  The  customs 
and  dues  were  constantly  levied  by  the  Duke,  and, 
imtil  lately,  the  respondents  had  but  one  cause  of 
complaint,  which  was,  that  the  appellant  did  not  re- 
gularly apply  the  whole  customs  to  the  good  of  the 
burgh.  The  Earl  never  exercised  the  powers  conferred 
upon  him.  He  never  admitted  burgesses,  who  might 
have  constituted  a  body  politic  or  corporate:  but  in 
all  time  there  were  bakers,  brewers,  butchers,  and 
other  craftsmen  in  the  burgh,  who,  in  process  of  time, 
formed  themselves  into  societies,  and  made  bye-laws, 
which  were  approved  of  by  the  Earl  of  Roxburgh, 
but  without  possessing  any  express  grant  or  seal  of 
cause.  Having  assumed  exclusive  privileges  of  a 
body  corporate,  in  preventing  other  craftsmen  from 
setting  up  in  town,  and  the  exercise  of  other  rights. 
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^757.      the  late  Duke  of  Roxburgh  revoked  these  r^gula- 


ROXBURGH 

V. 


tions,  and  interfered  otherwise  with  what  they  cod- 
JEF7RET,  deceived  their  rights;  whereupon  the  craftsmen  brougb 
1634.     the  present  action  of  declarator,  to  have  it  found 
and  declared,  1^^,  That  in  virtue  of  the  fores^d 
charter  they  had  been,  passed  the  memory  of  man, 
settled  and  established  into  six  incorporations,  and 
had  enjoyed  exclusive  privileges  of  prosecuting  thdr 
trades  within  the  burgh.     2dy  That  the  incorpora- 
tion was  entitled  to  the  customs  of  the  weekly 
markets,  and  of  the  two  fairs  granted  for  the  good  of 
the  burgh,  and  the  Duke  having  uplifted  these  dues, 
was  bound  to  apply  them  to  the  good  of  the  buigb 
in  terms  of  the  charter  1634.     Sdy  That  there  was  a 
piece  of  ground  lying  opposite  to  the   Milns  of 
Eelso,  in  the  river  Tweed,  described  to  be  the 
Island  of  Ana,  which  the  skinners  had  immemo- 
rially  made  use  of  for  drying  their  leather  and  skins, 
and  the  whole  inhabitants  for  drying  and  washing 
their  clothes,  until  of  late  they  were  debarred  there- 
from.   Defences, — 1.  No  erection  into  a  corporation, 
no  seal  of  cause,  and  no  grant  conferring  any  such 
privileges.    2.  The  crailsmen  had  no  right  to  exact 
customs  or  dues,  or  to  prevent  other  craft^smen  from 
setting  up  in  the  burgh;  and  the  charter  1634 found- 
ed on  did  not  confer  on  them  any  such  exclusive  privi- 
leges.    The  claim  on  the  Duke  to  apply  the  customs 
and  dues  uplifted  in  times  past,  to  the  common  good 
of  the  burgh,  was  prescribed  by  the  negative  prescrip- 
tion.   3.  The  Duke  of  Roxburgh,  being  proprietor  of 
the  lands  on  both  sides  of  the  river  Tweed,  both  above 
and  below  the  island  in  question,  the  said  island,  call- 
ed Ana,  situated  in  the  middle  of  the  stream,  which 
had  been  recently  separated  from  his  other  lands*  bj 
an  irruption  of  the  river,  was  in  law  a  part  of  his 
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property,  and  he  was  entitled  to  exclude  the  crafts- ?^^' 

men  and  the  inhabitants  of  the  burgh  therefrom,  ^"^*^** 
who  could  neither  allege  nor  prove  any  right  of  pro- J^^^R^^*  ^c* 
perty,  or  right  of  servitude  over  it     They  had  no 
title  from  him,  or  any  other.    And  there  was  no 
prasdium  dominans  belonging  to  them,  to  which  such 
servitude  could  attach. 

The  Lords,  of  this  date,  found  that  the  "  pursuers,    J^^g  ^®^' 
^'  the  merchants,  and  the  several  crafts,  are  incorpo- 
rations, having  perpetual  succession,  subject  never- 
theless to  such  proper  regulations  as  the  Duke  of 
Roxburgh  and  his  successors,  Barons  of  the  Burgh 
of  Kelso,  shall  by  themselves  or  their  bailies  make, 
touching  the  government  of  the  said  corporation,  or 
\       ''  admission  of  new  entrants;  the  said  regulations  be- 
^'  ing  always  for  the  good  and  well-being  of  the  said 
^*  corporation  and  burgh.  And  found,  and  hereby  find, 
"  that  the  Duke  of  Roxburgh,  by  his  rights  erecting 
the  said  burgh,  is  obliged  to  apply  the  whole  reve- 
nue arising  from  the  customs  of  the  weekly  markets, 
"  and  two  annual  fairs,  for  the  good  of  the  town,  and 
''  that  the  application  of  the  custom,  commonly  called 
*'  the  spoon  and  ladle,  for  a  salary  to  the  bailie  of 
"  the  said  burgh,  is  a  proper  application  thereof,  and 
for  the  good  of  the  burgh ;  and  found  and  hereby 
find  it  proven  by  the  defender's  admission,  that 
*'  the  burgesses,  inhabitants  of  the  said  burgh,  have 
''  been  immemorially  in  the  constant  uninterrupted 
''  possession  of  whitening  and  drying  their  linen  on 
"  the  island  called  the  Ana  or  Sandbed.  And  therefore 
^'  found  and  hereby  find  them  entitled  to  continue 
"  their  said  possession  of  whitening  and  dicing  their 
'*  linen  there  as  formerly,  and  remitted  to  the  Lord 
"  Ordinary."    On  petitions  and  representations  the 
Court "  adhered,  and  hereby  adhere,  to  the  first  part  12th  Jan. 

1756. 


it 
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^^^^'     ."  of  their  former  interlocutor,  finding  the  pursuers, 
ROXBURGH  ,^  ^j^^  merchants  and  several  crafts  of  the  town  of 
jBFPRBT,  &c  «  Kelso,  are  incorporations,  having  perpetual  succes- 
sion, subjected  to  such  proper  regulation  as  the 
Duke  of  Roxburgh  and  his  successors,  Barons  of 
the  Burgh  of  Kelso,  shall  by  themselves  or  their 
^^  bailie  make,  touching  the  government  of  the  said 
"  incorporations;  repelled  and  hereby  repel  the  de- 
"  fence  offered  for  the  Duke  with  respect  to  the  appK- 
"  cation  of  the  customs  and  duties  of  the  two  annual 
**  fairs  and  weekly  markets;  and  repelled,  and  hereby 
^  repel  the  defence  made  for  the  Duke,  founded  on 
*^  the  charter  1747,  and  subsequent  charters  granted 
by  the  Crown  to  the  Duke's  predecessors;  and  repel- 
led and  hereby  repel  the  defence  of  the  positive  and 
*^  negative  prescription  with  respect  to  the  custom  of 
''  the  fairs  and  weekly  markets;  and  repeUed  and 
"  hereby  repel  the  defence  of  the  right  to  the  cus- 
**  toms,  alleged  to  belong  to  Learmont  and  Healley, 
**  in  respect  no  such  right  is  produced.    But  granted 
"  diligence,  at  the  defender's  instance,  for  recover- 
*'  ing  these  rights;  and  when  they  are  recovered, 
"  remitted  to  the  Lord  Prestongrange,  in  place  rf 
*'  the  Lord  Elchies,  to  hear  parties'  procurators 
"  thereon,  and  to  do  therein  as  he  should  see  cause: 
"  and  found,   and  hereby  find  it  proven,  by  the 
^^  defender's  admission,  that  the  burgesses  and  in- 
*^  habitants  of  the  said  burgh  have  been  inmiefflo- 
*^  rially  in  the  uninterrupted  possession  of  whiten- 
*^  ing  and  drying  their  linen  upon  the  island  called 
**  the  Ana  or  Sandbed;  therefore  found  and  herebj 
''  find  them  entitled  to  continue  the  said  possession, 
*^  and  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties' 
**  procurators  how  they  are  to  have  access  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Ana  or  Sandbed,  with  the  least  prejudice 


it 
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**  to  the  defender's  the  Duke  ofRoxburgh's  property.*"      1757. 

After  another  petition  the  Court  adhered.  Against  koxbdboh 
these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought.  jbffbst»  &c. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — \sty  That  the  respon-    nth  Feb. 
dents  were  never  erected  into  a  body  corporate,  and 
could  not  hold  exclusive  privileges  as  such.     That 
they  were  never  so  erected  by  any  of  the  grants  from 
the  Crown  above  set  forth;  all  these  grants  being  in 
favour  of  the  Earl  of  Roxburgh,  with  power  to  him 
and  his  successors  to  admit  free  burgesses  as  they 
should  think  fit;  and  the  Earl  had  never  created  any 
bodies  politic  or  corporate   within  the  Burgh  of 
Kelso;  and  until  this  was  done  no  acts  or  regulations 
of  their  own  could  constitute  them  into  a  corpora- 
tion,   ^dy  That  the  charter  1634,  with  the  clause, 
^'  et  easdem  ad  commune  bonum  dicte  burgi  applicandi^^ 
did  not  confer  the  privilege  of  corporation,  or  any 
right  to  exact  the  dues  and  customs.     These  were 
conferred  on  the  Baron;  and  the  clause  therein  of 
applying  them  to  the  common  good  of  the  burgh  did 
not  originally  form  a  part  of  his  right,  and  was  con- 
sequently, in  the  charter  of  1647  and  subsequent 
charters,  entirely  omitted.     3(/,  In  regard  to  the  isl- 
and, this  being  his  exclusive  property,  the  pursuers 
adduce  no  title  or  right  to  the  same  acquired  from 
him.    They  do  not  aver  any  title  by  which  they  could 
acquire  a  right  by  prescription.   Nor  could  the  use  of 
it  for  bleaching  and  drying  belong  to  them  as  a 
right  of  servitude,  because  there  was  no  dominant 
tenement  for  whose  benefit  it  could  be  acquired. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents: — Ist^  The  burgesses 
and  inhabitants  of  the  burgh  of  Kelso  are  corpora- 
tions, having  perpetual  succession,  which  are  not  li- 
able to  be  abolished  and  extinguished  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  Duke  of  Boxburgh.    They  have  enjoyed  pri- 
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KoxBu&oH  vileges  as  a  corporation  for  time  out  of  mind,  sub- 
ject to  regulations  approvable  by  the  Baron;  the 
latter  only  exercising  his  right  for  their  conunoB 
good.     2d^  The  erection  of  the  town  of  Kelso  into  a 
Burgh  of  Barony,  although  contained  in  the  charter 
in  favour  of  the  Earl,  was  a  sufficient  title  to  Aem, 
and  a  sufficient  seal  of  cause;  and  seeing  the  Earl  had 
levied  the  dues  and  customs  himself,  and  was  bouod 
to  apply  them  to  the  common  good  of  the  burgfa  b; 
the  earlier  charter  of  1634,  it  made  no  difference 
that  the  subsequent  charters  omitted  this  clause,  as 
the  burgh  had  been  in  inmiemorial  use  and  wont  of 
exacting  these  dues,  and  applying  them  to  the  com- 
mon good  of  the  burgh.     Sd^  And  as  to  the  island 
of  Ana,  by  charters  1614  and  1634,  the  burgh  is 
erected   "  cum  omnis  et  singulis  terris,  tenementis, 
"  ice,  et  singulis  suis  pertinentiis,"  and  the  burgesses 
and  inhabitants  having  possessed  the  island  as  a 
pertinent,  the  same  must  be  presumed  to  be  com- 
prehended within  the  grants  of  the  Crown,  whid 
being  confirmed  and  followed  by  prescriptive  posses- 
sion, is  at  once  a  sufficient  title. 
After  hearing  counsel  upon  the 
Petition  of  the  Duke  of  Rojuburgh^  as  also  upon  the 
answer  ofNinian  Jeffrey^  treasurer  of  the  Mer- 
chant Company  in  the  burgh  of  Kelso,  and  others, 
for  themselves,  and  as  being  tJie  representatives  of 
the  several  corporations  of  the  said  borough,  and 
of  the  otvners  of  feus  and  tenements,  and  of  the 
other  burgesses  and  inhabitants  of  that  burgh,  it  was 
ordered  and  adjudged  that  after  the  words  *^  go- 
vernment of  the  said  incorporations,^  these  words 
be  inserted — "or  admission  of  new  entrants,  vnA- 
out  prgudice  to  any  question  that  may  arise  toud- 
ing  the  reasonableness  of  the  entries  or  upsets,  or 
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other  conditions  to  be  imposed  on  any  such  admis-  ^^67. 
sions^  or  touching  any  Mm  of  conclusive  privi-  »®^»J^*<*^ 
leges  of  trafficking  or  trading  tvithin  the  said  jfiFPRBT. 
hirghr  And  it  is  hereby  ordered  and  adjudged^ 
Thai  the  remaining  part  of  the  said  interlocutor 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed;  and  thai  the 
defences  offered  for  the  appellant  with  respect  to 
the  customs  and  duties,  afid  the  little  island  called 
Ana,  or  the  Sandbed,  be  sustained;  and  that  as  to 
the  said  customs  and  duties,  and  the  said  little 
island,  the  appellant  be  assoilzied.  And  it  is 
further  ordered  and  adjudged,  That  the  said  in- 
terlocutor,  and  the  said  interlocutors  of  the  18th 
February  1755,  adhering  thereto,  so  far  as  the 
same  are  not  reversed  or  varied  as  aforesaid,  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Bob.  Dundas,  C.  Yorke. 

For  Respondent,  Al.  Forrester,  Ah  Wedderbum. 

Note. — ^The  particular  ground  upon  which  the  reversal  in  the 
House  of  Lords  proceeded,  in  regard  to  the  island  of  Ana,  not 
being  known  and  not  appearing,  leares  the  case  in  uncertainty; 
but  as  the  House  of  Lords  has  sustained  the  Duke's  special  de- 
fence on  this  head,  the  grounds  of  the  reversal  must,  it  is  presum- 
ed, be  found  within  that  defence. 

Lord  Karnes,  as  to  the  first  point,  says  that  "  the  dijficulty  in 
the  case  was,  that  no  seals  of  cause  were  produced*  This  diffi- 
culty was  surmounted  upon  the  following  considerations.  By 
the  erection  of  a  village  into  a  burgh  of  barony,  &c.,  the  houses 
are  incorporated  into  one  feudal  subject,  and  the  inhabitants  are 
also  united  into  an  incorporation,  which  holds  the  feudal  subject 
of  the  Baron.  Next,  by  erection  of  every  burgh,  whether  of 
royalty,  regality,  or  barony,  certain  exclusive  privileges  of  trade 
are  understood  to  be  granted  to  the  incorporation;  because  such 
is  the  purpose  and  motive  for  erecting  a  burgh.  Therefore  the 
town  of  Kelso  enjoys  those  exclusive  privileges  without  the  ne- 
cessity of  alleging  that  seals  of  cause  were  granted  by  the  Baron." 
Ont  he  second  point  he  says, — "  The  defence  was,  that  this  claim 
was  lost  by  the  negative  prescription." — Kames,  p.  98  et  100; 
Eichies,  p.  100,  Notes. 
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BLACKWOOD 

V.  [M.  6991.] 


ALLAN. 


Robert  Blackwood  of  Petrevie,    -     Appdlant. 
Henry  Allan  and  Others,     -        -   RespandenL 

House  of  Lords*  23rf  March  1757. 

Inhibition. — An  iiihibition  sustained  which  was  objected  loai 
setting  forth  two  separate  debts  by  bond,  in  the  nairatiye  of  tlie 
letters,  while  the  will  only  referred  to  a  bond  without  distin- 
goishing  which,  the  omission  of  the  letter  S  in  the  word 
**  bond  *'  being  a  clerical  error. 

A  RANKING  and  sale  of  the  estate  of  Dudhope  was 
brought,  over  which  several  heritable  securities  were 
granted.  Upon  one  of  these  heritable  bonds,  an  inhibi- 
tion at  the  instance  of  Allan  was  led,  and  the  question 
in  the  ranking  was,  whether  his  inhibition  was  effectual 
to  secure  a  preference  over  a  subsequent  disposition  in 
security?  The  objection  stated  to  the  inhibition  was, 
that  it  was  null  and  void,  in  respect  that  in  the  Da^ 
rative  of  the  letters,  it  set  forth,  that  Robert  Allan 
was  creditor  to  Sir  George  Hamilton,  by  bond,  for 
the  sum  of  L.4000  Scots,  and  that  he  was  creditor 
to  the  said  Sir  George  Hamilton,  and  Sir  Robert 
Milne,  by  another  bond,  in  the  sum  of  8000  marks; 
yet  the  mil  of  these  letters  ran  thus: — Our  will  is, 
"  &C. — That  ye  prohibit  and  discharge  the  said  Sir 
"  Greorge  Hamilton  and  Sir  Robert  Milne  to  wad- 
"  set,  dispone,"  &c.,  "  in  prejudice  of  the  said  com- 
**  plainer,  anent  the  implement  and  fulfilling  to  him 
**  of  the  aforesaid  band/"     The  will,  the  use  of  the 
word  "  bond"  in  place  of  "bonds,"  made  ituncertam 
to  which  of  the  bonds  the  warrant  applied.    The 
executions  returned  by  the  messenger  against  the 
debtors,  and  also  against  the  lieges,  were  in  precisely 
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the  same  words.    It  was  therefore  contended  that      ^'^— — 
the  inhibition  was  void  and  null  by  reason  of  uncer-  ^'^^^^^^ 
i         tainty.    It  was  answered: — That  the  objection  was     au.^. 
I         founded  merely  on  the  inaccuracy  of  the  writer 
of  the  inhibition.    It  was  a  mere  clerical  omission 
of  the  letter  S,  and  ought  to  be  disregarded,  because 
it  was  apparent  from  the  narrative  of  the  inhibition 
^         what  bonds  were  meant;  and  although  the  execu- 
(         tions  bore  the  same  error,  yet,  as  they  contained  a 
i        general  clause  that  all  was  done  conform  to  the  tenor 
of  the  principal  letters^  the  preamble  of  which  men- 
tions both  bonds,  they  ought  to  be  sustained. 
f  The  Lord  Ordinary  at  first  sustained  the  objection  l>©c. «,  1749. 

to  the  inhibition;  but  on  representation  and  refer- 
ence being  made  to  the  case  of  Maclellan  v.  Allan, 
dth  July  1725,  where,  in  a  competition  between  Sir 
George  Hamilton's  creditors,  the  same  objection  was 
stated  then  to  the  inhibition  that  is  now  stated;  the 
Court  overruled  it;  and  he  therefore  maintained  that 
the  same  judgment  ought  to  be  applied  in  this  case. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  repelled  the  objection  to  the  j^^^  27 
inhibition,  in  respect  of  the  former  judgment  in  the^^fio. 
case  alluded  to.    And  on  reclaiming  petition,  the 
Court  adhered.  Nov.  6, 1750. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — That  an  inhibition  was 
a  writ  which  must  be  correct  in  all  its  parts,  parti- 
cularly in  so  essential  a  part  as  the  will,  which 
is  the  warrant  for  execution.  In  the  present  case 
that  warrant  is  defective.  It  does  not  specify  clearly 
the  debt  in  respect  of  which  it  is  granted.  The  nar- 
rative of  the  inhibition  sets  forth  two  separate  and 
distinct  bonds,  unconnected  the  one  with  the  other, 

but  the  will  only  refers  to  one  bond,  without  speci- 

2t 
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fying  which,  and  therefore  it  is  impossible  the  inlu- 
©.""""  bition  can  be  good  for  anything.    The  supplyii^tbe 

letter  S  in  the  register  of  inhibitions  was  unautho- 
rized and  improper,  and  did  not  remedy  the  defect 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — It  clearly  appears, 
from  the  various  steps  of  procedure,  that  the  iohi- 
bition  proceeds  upon  the  bonds;  and  therefore  the 
objection,  in  the  strongest  light,  is  founded  on  a 
trifling  clerical  error,  namely,  on  the  omission  of  the 
single  letter  S,  which,  neither  in  law  nor  equity,  ought 
to  vitiate  the  inhibition  so  as  to  destroy  the  prefer- 
able right  of  a  creditor  imder  it,  against  whose  debt 
otherwise  no  other  objection  applies,  or  is  pleadable. 
This  error,  though  appearing  in  the  will  of  the  let- 
ters of  inhibition,  was  correctly  inserted  in  the  re- 
cord of  inhibitions,  which  ought  to  suffice.  And  the 
objection  is  res  judicata^  because  it  was  pleaded  be- 
fore against  the  same  inhibition,  and  repelled  by  the 
Court  m  1725. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  the  said  appeal  be  dismissed, 
and  that  the  said  interlocutor  complained  of  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed  toith  costs. 

For  Appellant,  AL  Forrester,  Al  Wedderbum. 
For  Respondents,  Moby  Duudas,  C.  Yorke. 

Note.—LoTd  Elchies  has  this  Note,  p.  209,  *'  InhiUtioD.' 
"  In  the  register  (of  inhibitions),  thej  had  erroneooslj  added  tiie 
letter  S,  and  I  at  first  sustained  the  objection ;  but  afterwards  on 
showing  me  a  decreet,  8th  July  1725,  in  a  question  on  this  tciJ 
inhibition,  with  Callender  of  Craigforth,  where  the  same  obje^ 
tion  was  repelled,  I  thought  it  did  not  become  me  to  conttsdiet 
a  judgment  in  point  of  the  whole  Court,  therefore  I  gare  mj  in- 
terlocutor in  respect  of  that  former  judgment,  repeUing  the  ob- 
jection.    Pittrivie  reclaimed,  and  the  President  and  others  weie 
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of  mj  opinion,  that  when  preference  is  claimed  on  legal  diligence,  17fi7. 
especially  when  that  diligence  is  used  to  reduce  onerous  transac-  craik 
tions  as  being  spreta  aucloritate,  that  if  there  be  any  defect  in 
the  diligence,  equity  cannot  interpose  to  supply  it  And  I  ob- 
served further,  that  there  was  more  here  wanting  than  the  letter 
Q,  because  Sir  Robert  Milne  could  not  be  inhibited  on  both 
bonds.  But  on  the  question,  it  carried,  to  adhere  to  my  interlo- 
cutor, renit    President  et  me." 


Jean  Craik  and  John  Stewart  her  )    .      „ 

,     ,      J  f  Appellants. 

husband^     -        -        .        -  ^     rr 

Grizel  Craik,  only  surviving  daugh-  )  _ 
ter  of  Adam  Craik.       -        -         \  J^espondent. 

House  of  Lords,  25th  March  1757. 

Entail — Provision — Equity. — An  entail  empowered  the  next 
heir  to  grant  provisions  to  his  younger  children;  hut  he  conceir- 
ing  that  the  entail  so  executed  was  in  fraud  of  his  father's  mar- 
riage-contract, which  proyided  the  fee  of  the  estate  to  the  heir  of 
the  marriage,  disponed  the  estate  in  fee  to  his  own  daughter,  and 
did  not  exercise  the  powers  conferred  of  granting  prorisions. 
Held,  on  reduction  of  the  son's  settlement,  as  in  fraud  of  the 
entail,  that  when  she  was  depriTed  of  the  benefit  of  her  father's 
settlement,  equity  will  support  that  deed  to  the  extent  of  a 
reasonable  provision,  although  the  powers  of  the  entail  in  this 
respect  had  not  been  exercised. 

For  the  circumstances  of  this  case  see  p.  542. 
'  The  House  of  Lords,  in  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  specially  reserved  power  to 
the  respondent  to  claim  a  provision  out  of  the  estate, 
her  &ther  having,  by  the  entail  of  1723,  a  power  to 
provide  such  provisions  to  younger  children;  and  in 
the  present  action  she  now  contended  that  the  set- 
tlement of  the  estate  on  her  by  her  father,  although 
adjudged  to  have  been  tdtra  vires  of  the  father,  yet 


CRAIK. 
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17^7.     ought  to  be  sustsuned  to  the  extent  of  a  reasonable 

ci^K     provision,  and  concluding  to  have  that  portion  as- 

cRATK.     certained.    Proof  was  ordered  of  the  rental  of  the 

estate.    It  was  proved  that  this  was  only  a  trifle 

more  than  what  it  was  at  her  father's  death. 

Nov.  19^  The  Court,  by  a  majority,  found  that  the  pursuer 

J755.  ^gg  entitled  to  the  sum  of  L.1500  sterling,  as  a  pro- 

Feb.  26,  .  .  ^   ,  ^Tx      1  &»  r 

1756.  Vision  out  of  the  estate  of  Duchrae. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought  by  the  appellant,  and  a  cross  appeal  by  the 
respondent,  complaining  of  the  interlocutors  in  so 
&r  as  they  only  allowed  her  a  provision  of  L.1500 
out  of  the  estate. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants: — ^That  in  law  the  res- 
pondent had  no  title  to  a  provision  out  of  the 
estate,  as  none  such  had  been  granted  her.  And  it 
does  not  follow  that,  because  her  &ther»  Adam 
Graik,  had  a  power  to  grant  such  provisions— a 
power  which  he  never  exercised,  that  therefore  his 
daughter  has  a  claim  for  such  provision.  On  the 
contrary,  such  power  never  having  been  exercised, 
any  provision  to  the  respondent  can  only  be  con- 
ferred by  the  appellant's  consent ;  and  the  appellant, 
moved  by  equitable  considerations,  having  consented 
that  a  reasonable  provision  be  awarded  to  her,  ought 
not  to  have  been  burdened  with  a  provision  so  great 
as  the  Court  has  allowed,  which  is  exorbitant,  and 
far  exceeds  what  this  small  estate  can  bear.  The 
sum  of  L.1500  is  near  thirteen  years  purchase  of  the 
estate. 

Pleaded  far  t/te  Respondent: — ^The  estate  of  Duch- 
rae originally  stood  vested  in  her  father  in  fee,  under 
his  marriage-contract.  Thereafter  the  entail  was 
executed  by  his  father,  under  which  the  appellant 
was  favoured;  while  the  deed  of  her  own  &ther, 
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which  conveyed  the  estate  to  her  as  his  only  daugh  — 55^5 — 
ter,  was  set  aside.     When,  therefore,  she  is  deprived        *'• 

'  .  .  Ml  MAGISTRATES 

from  taking  the  entire  benefit,  equity  will  support  &c.of  pbrth. 
her  father's  settlement  so  far  as  to  hold  it  as  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  power  conferred  on  him  by  the  entail 
to  the  extent  of  a  reasonable  provision.    Looking 
therefore  to  the  value  of  the  estate — ^to  the  intention 
of  the  testator  to  bestow  the  whole  upon  her — ^the 
manner  in  which  his  intention  was  disappointed — 
the  pro^ion  allowed  by  the  Court  is  reasonable  in 
the  whole  circumstances. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  appeals  be  dismissed, 
and  thai  the  last  mentioned  inierhcutor  of  25M 
FAruary  1756,  and  also  so  much  of  the  said  first 
mentioned  interloctUar  of  the  \dth  November  1755 
as  is  not  thereby  varied^  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  C.  Yorke,  Walter  Stewart. 
For  Respondent,  Robert  Dundas,  AL  Forrester. 

Note, — Unreported  in  the  Court  of  Session. 


The  Right  Honourable  Lord  Gray  )   ^      „ 
and  Lady  Gray,         -        -         \App^U. 

Magistrates  and  Town  Council  of  |  j^^^^^^ 
Perth,       .       .        ,       .       ) 

House  of  Lords,  30<A  March  1757. 

SaIiHon-Fishimci — Grant — Drawiko  wbts  on  bank. — A 
prior  gnmt  to  a  party  of  the  salmon-fishing  in  and  round 
an  isbnd  on  a  river,  without  any  limitation  as  to  drawing 
the  nets,  does  not  prevent  the  Grown  from  making  a  post- 
erior grant  to  another  party  whose  lands  are  opposite  to  the 
island;  and  where  the  channel  is  so  narrow  as  not  to  permit  both 
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1767.  fishing  without  encroaching  on  each  oiher^  the  parties  hare  an 


OKAT  alternate  right  of  fishing. 


V. 


&c^^^RTH.  The  appellants  held  their  lands  situated  on  the 
banks  of  the  Tay  "  cum  piscariis  salmonum  aliorumque 
"  piscium  in  aqua  de  Tay^  and  under  this  right  and 
holding,  alleged  that  they  and  their  ancestors  had 
been  immemorially  in  possession  of  the  whole  fish- 
ings on  the  north  side  of  the  Tay,  within  the  limits 
of  their  lands;  and  being  desirous  of  improving 
their  fishing,  they  cleared  the  channel  of  the  river  in 
those  places  where  the  stones  obstructed  the  drawing 
of  their  nets,  in  particular  between  their  two  fishing 
stations  called  Hempdome  and  Cruikhead — one  of 
which  was  above,  the  other  below,  the  Island  of  Sleep- 
less, belonging  to  the  respondents. 

The  respondents  had  a  prior  grant  from  the  Crown 
of  the  Island  of  Sleepless,  with  the  salmon-fishmg 
around  it,  and  when  the  appellants  proceeded  to  erect 
a  fishing  station,  called  the  Pye  Road,  on  their  own 
side,  and  between  Hempdome  and  Cruikhead,  and 
directly  opposite  to  the  Island  of  Sleepless,  the  res- 
pondents objected,  stating  that  this  fishing  station 
was  an  encroachment  on  their  right  of  fishing,  and 
raised  the  present  declarator,  setting  forth  that  they 
had,  both  by  title  and  by  immemorial  possession, 
right  to  the  whole  fishings  around  and  upon  eveiy 
part  of  the  Island  of  Sleepless,  and  concluding  to 
have  it  found  that  the  fishings  upon  the  lead  and 
channel  of  the  river,  interjected  betwixt  the  said  Is- 
land and  the  opposite  north  bank  of  the  said  Tay, 
was  their  exclusive  property.    They  further  stated, 
that  the  channel  of  the  river  between  the  said  island 
and  the  opposite  shore,  where  this  new  station  was 
erected,  was  so  narrow  as  to  prevent  both  fishbg 
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without  encroachment  on  the  other.  That  where  a  ^7fifi. 
sahnon-fishing  is  granted  by  the  Crown  upon  a  part  ^^^^ 
of  a  river»  without  limiting  the  granter  to  the  parti-  maoistkatbs 
cular  part  where  his  nets  are  to  be  drawn,  the  whole 
salmon-fishing  is  granted.  The  grantee  may  draw 
his  nets  on  both  sides  of  the  river;  and  this  right 
had  been  confirmed  by  immemorial  possession,  as 
confirmatory  of  their  grant  from  the  Crown,  which 
grant  was  anterior  to  that  of  the  appellant.  In 
defence,  it  was  stated  that  the  respondents'  grant 
of  the  Island  of  Sleepless,  with  the  salmon-fish- 
ing around  it,  could  not  carry  anything  more  than 
a  grant  of  lands  on  one  side  of  a  river,  with  the  fish- 
ing on  that  side,  which  certainly  imports  no  more, 
than  the  right  of  fishing  in  the  river,  and  drawing 
the  nets  on  the  side  where  the  lands  lye,  but  not  the 
privilege  of  drawing  the  nets  on  the  opposite  side; 
and  that  a  grant  of  the  Island  of  Sleepless,  with  the 
salmon-fishing  round  that  island,  does  not  so  divest 
the  Crown  as  to  prevent  it  firom  giving  a  posterior 
grant  of  fishing  on  the  opposite  side. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  found,  "  that  the  town  of  J5Ji  •^^ 
"  Perth,  pursuers,  have  the  only  exclusive  right  of 
*^  fishing  upon  the  lead  and  channel  of  the  river  inter- 
''  jected  betwixt  the  Island  of  Sleepless  and  opposite 
*'  north  bank  of  the  said  river,  and  the  defenders 
(appellants)  have  no  right  to  fish  in  that  part  of  the 
river,  and  decern  and  declare  accordingly."  A 
reclaiming  petition  was  presented  praying  a  proof 
A  proof  was  allowed  and  led,  from  which  it  appear- 
ed, that  the  fishing  at  the  Pye  Road  station  might 
be  exercised  without  interfering  with  the  fishing  be- 
longing to  the  town  of  Perth,  at  and  around  the 
Island  of  Sleepless.  After  hearing  parties  on  the  .  , 
import  of  the  proof,  the  Court  adhered.  i760. 
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^'^^'^'  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 

^^^  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
MAGISTRATES  Plcadcd  foT  the  Appellants :  —That  the  grant  of  sal- 
*  mon  fishing  around  an  island  does  not  give  right  of 
fishing  or  drawing  nets  on  the  opposite  shore.  Such 
a  grant  cannot  carry  more  than  the  lands  on  one 
side  of  river,  with  a  right  of  fishing  on  that  side, 
and  does  not  import  such  a  right  of  fishing  as  en^ 
titles  the  respondents  to  draw  their  nets  on  the  oppo- 
site side;  although  no  limitation  is  expressed  as  to 
the  place  where  these  nets  are  to  be  drawn.  Nor 
does  such  grant  so  entirely  divest  the  Crown,  as  to 
prevent  it  fix)m  conferring  a  posterior  right  of  fish- 
ing on  the  opposite  side;  and  consequently  that  the 
Crown  may,  notwithstanding  such  grant,  establish  a 
fishing  on  the  banks  of  the  river  opposite  to  the 
former  fishing,  and  so  the  first  grant  cannot  cany 
an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  on  both  sides  of  the 
river.  The  respondents'  grant  was  limited  to  fill- 
ing in  the  channel  next  or  adjacent  to  the  Island  of 
Sleepless,  and  drawing  their  nets  thereon;  and  there- 
fore being  so  expressly  limited,  they  could  not  pre- 
cribe  a  right  beyond  those  limits.  That  by  the  proof 
adduced,  it  was  clear  that  the  fishing  at  Pye  Road 
station  can  be  carried  on  without  interfering  with 
the  respondents'  right  of  fishing,  and  the  practice 
was  in  such  narrow  channels  to  fish  alternately, 
which  was  the  practice  in  eleven  different  fishings 
on  the  Tay,  where  the  heritors  on  the  different  sides 
fish  in  this  manner. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondents:  — That  by  the  res- 
pondents' charter,  the  town  of  Perth  acquired  right 
to  the  salmon  fishing  in  the  river  Tay,  close  to  and 
around  the  Island  of  Sleepless  on  all  sides;  and  the 
Crown  having  granted  this  fiiU  and  ample  right, 
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MOMYPENNT 


could  not  thereafter  confer  on  the  appellants  the 
salmon  fishings  adjacent  to  the  Island  of  Sleepless, 
because  where  a  salmon  fishing  is  granted  by  the     ^^ton. 
Crown  upon  a  river,  without  limiting  it  to  a  parti*- 
cular  part,  where  his  nets  are  to  be  drawn,  the  whole 
salmon  fishing  is  granted,  and  the  grantee  may  draw 
his  nets  on  iSth  lides  of  the  rivfr.    The  r^ond- 
ents  have  had  immemorial  possession  conform  to 
this  extent  and  measure  of  their  right,  without  dis- 
pute, and  have  therefore  acquired  a  prescriptive 
title. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  interhciUors  com^ 
plained  of  in  the  said  appeal  be^  and  the  same  are 
hereby  reversed;  and  it  is  hereby  declared^  that  the 
appellants  are  entitled  to  an   alternate  right  of 
fishing  upon  that  part  of  the  river  in  question^  and 
it  is  therefore  ordered  that  their  defence  be  sus- 
tainedy  and  that  they  be  assoilzied. 

For  Appellants,  C.  Yorke^  AL  Wedderbum. 
For  Respondents,  R.  Dundasy  AL  Forrestery  Fred. 
CampbeU. 

Note. — ^Unreported  in  the  Court  of  Session. 


[M.  10956.] 


Appellants. 


Mrs  Maey  Monypenny,  widow  of 
John  Ayton  younger,  and  Mary  and 
Jean  their  daughters;  and  James 
Ayton  (formerly  Monypenny)  - 

Thomas  Ayton,  second  son  to  John  1 
Ayton  the  elder,  and  brother  to  }-  Respondent. 
John  Ayton  the  younger,         -       J 
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=  House  of  Lords,  11^  May  1767. 

MONYP&NNT  ^  ^ 

V. 

ATTON.  Fbbbcription  OF  Entail — MiNOBiTT. — Ah  entail  was  exe- 
cuted of  an  estate,  but  allowed  to  lie  dormant  for  eighty  jeais, 
during  which  the  succeeding  heirs  had  possessed  on  a  different 
title  in  fee-simple.  Held  that  the  limitations  in  the  entail 
were  worked  off  and  prescribed  by  the  forty  years'  possession 
had  on  this  absolute  title,  and  that  the  minority  of  heirs  sub- 
stitutes of  entail  did  not  inteirupt  the  prescription. 

^^^'  Sir  John  Ayton  executed  a  deed  of  tailzie  in 
1672,  in  favour  of  his  nephew  John  Ayton,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  containing  the  usual  prohibi- 
tive, irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses  of  a  strict  entail, 
directed  against  alienating,  impignorating,  or  dispon- 
ing, or  altering  the  order  of  succession. 

This  entail  was  never  recorded,  and  lay  in  the 
maker's  repositories  for  a  period  of  eighty  years 
dormant,  without  having  been  made  use  of  as  a  part 
of  the  title  to  the  estate. 

ApTii9o,i676.  On  Sir  John  Ayton  the  maker's  death,  his  ne- 
phew disregarding  this  entail  entirely,  and  taking 
up  the  estate  as  heir  of  line,  completed  his  title  by  a 
service  as  nearest  and  lawfiil  heir  of  the  deceased 
Sir  John,  and  was  thereupon  infeft. 

This  John  Ayton  had  three  sons,  John,  David,  and 
Thomas.    On  John  the  son's  marriage  with  the  ap- 

March  18,  pellaut  Mary  Monypenny,  the  estate  was  disponed 
**  to  the  said  John  Ayton  the  younger,  and  the  heirs 
"  male  of  his  body.*'  Of  this  marriage  there  were 
Alexander,  David,  and  the  appellants  Mary  and 
Jean.  Upon  their  father's  and  grand&ther's  death, 
Alexander  succeeded  to  the  estates,  and  made  up 
his  title  by  general  service,  as  nearest  and  lawful 
heir  to  his  father,  and  was  infeft.  He  thereafter 
made  a  settlement  of  the  estate  in  favour  of ''  himself 
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*'  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  whom  failing,  to  David l*^^' 

"  Ayton  his  brother-german,  and  the  heirs  of  his  "^^''^^^^ 
"  body;  whom  failing,  to  the  appellant,  James  Mony-     attok. 
"  penny,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;"  thus  cutting 
off  from  the  succession  his  own  sisters  Mary  and 
Jean. 

On  his  death  without  issue,  and  also  on  the  death 
of  David  his  uncle  (elder  brother  to  the  respondent) 
and  alsoon  the  death  of  hisown  younger  brother  David 
(nephew  to  the  respondent)  without  issue,  Thomas 
Ayton,  the  respondent,  was  heir-male  and  the  next 
substitute  entitled  to  succeed  to  the  estate  by  the 
entail.     Having  discovered  the  entail  of  1672,  he 
raised  the  present  action  of  declarator,  to  have  it 
found  that  Alexander  Ayton  had  contravened  the 
prohibitions  of  the  entail,  and  to  have  his  right  to 
succeed  to  the  estate  under  it  declared.     The  defence 
was,  that  the  maker  never  intended  this  deed  to  be 
a  proper  entail — ^that  it  was  a  mere  temporary  ar- 
rangement; but  having  been  neither  recorded  nor 
used  as  a  title,  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
laid  aside.    At  all  events,  supposing  the  entail  un- 
exceptionable in  all  respects,  the  deed,  and  the  whole 
interests  and  obligations  thereon,  having  been  ne- 
glected for  eighty  years,  was  now  become  void,  and 
prescribed  l^y  the  act  1469,  which  sets  forth  that  unless 
the  said  obligation  be  followed  furth  within  the  space 
of  forty  years,  the  same  shall  prescribe.  But  the  appel- 
lant's right  is  further  established  by  the  positive  pre- 
scription introduced  by  the  statute  1617.   It  was  an- 
swered. That  the  minority  of  the  prior  substitute  heir 
of  entail  (David)  interrupted  the  prescription.  It  was 
replied,  that  the  minority  of  substitute  heirs  of  entail, 
and  more  especially  of  a  prior  substitute,  could  not, 
in  law,  be  deducted  from  the  currency  of  the  pres- 
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^^^^'     eriptioQ.    That  the  respondent  was  not  a  minor, — 
MONYPBNNY  j-jj^j  jjj^  pj^  ^f  minority  was  personal  to  those 

ATTov,  entitled  to  plead  it^-that  he  was  of  age  himself  fifty 
years  ago,  and  was  not  entitled  to  plead  the  mi- 
nority of  the  substitute  heir  prior  to  him. 
Feb.  27,17^.  The  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlo- 
cutor, repelling  the  defences  founded  on  prescription, 
and  finding,  '^  that  the  prohibitions  in  the  entail  were 
**  perpetual  and  binding  on  the  several  substitutes 
''  after  the  death  of  the  maker/'  And  on  reclaiming 
July 31,1756.  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  waa 
brought. 

Pleaded  far  the  Appellant: — That  the  deed  of  en- 
tail executed  in  1672,  was  not  to  be  viewed  as  an 
entail,  or  as  a  subsisting  deed,  but  in  law  is  to  be 
looked  on  as  one  of  temporary  arrangement,  and  as 
one  in  regard  to  which  the  maker  had  changed  his 
mind.  This  is  supported  by  the  whole  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  the  power  in  the  deed  to  revoke. 
By  the  non*delivery,  therefore,  of  the  deed,  and  the 
neglect  of  every  party  interested  in  it  for  a  period  of 
eighty  years,  during  which  it  lay  dormant  without 
being  acted  on  or  recorded,  the  same  must  now  be 
viewed  as  void  and  prescribed  under  the  act  1468,  and 
to  have  come  to  an  end.  The  entail  is  equally  cut  off 
by  the  positive  prescription,  as  the  estate  has  been 
held  under  a  different  title  for  more  than  forty  years^ 
thus  working  off  the  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolu- 
tive clauses,  by  force  of  prescription^  under  the  sta- 
tute 1617.    Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  the  plea  of  pres- 
cription to  plead  the  minority  of  substitute  hehrs  ci 
entail,  because  inlaw  the  minority  of  substitute-heurs 
of  entail  cannot  be  deducted  from  the  currency  of  the 
long  prescription,  it  being  settled  in  the  case  of  Mao- 
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dougall  V.  Macdougall,  that  the  minority  of  such      1767. 


substitutes  is  not  sufficient  to  interrupt.    But  even  mokypeknt 
if  it  were  otherwise,  the  respondent  cannot  plead  it,     atton. 
because  he  himself  is  not  a  minor — ^has  been  of  age 
for  the  last  fifty  years — and  as  the  plea  is  personal 
to  the  minor  himil^  he  cannot  pleL  the  Liority 
of  a  prior  substitute. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent : — The  plea  of  pres- 
cription stated  against  the  entail  is  untenable,  be- 
cause prescription  can  only  operate  where  there  are 
opposite  and  separate  rights  vested  in  different  per- 
sons at  the  same  time,  which  not  being  the  case  here, 
prescription  could  not  and  did  not  run  against  the 
entail.     But  if  the  plea  of  prescription  is  at  all 
pleadable,  it  is  effectually  barred  by  the  minority 
of   the  substitute   heirs  of   entail.      It    was  the 
minority  of  these  heirs  nearest  in  succession  that 
led  to  the  entail  lying  so  long  dormant,  and  after 
these  are  deducted,  it   appears  evident  that  pre- 
scription has  not  run.    And  as  to  the  want  of  re* 
cording,  by  the  statute  1685,  entails,  whether  of  date 
prior  or  posterior  to  the  statute,  are  binding  on  heirs 
though  unrecorded.    By  the  entail  in  question  a  per- 
manent settlement  of  the  estate  was  both  made  and 
intended;  and  the  limitations  therein  are  now  bind- 
ing on  all  concerned,  and  perpetual ;  and  the  settle- 
ment of  Alexander  Ayton  on  the  appellants,  being 
a  contravention  of  the  entail,  was  null  and  void. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged^  that  the  interlocutors  com- 
plained of  in  the  said  appeal  6e,  and  the  same  are 
hereby  reversed;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that 
the  defences  made  6y  the  appellantSy  founded  upon 
the  construction  of  the  deed  of  nomination  (entail) 
of  15th  October  1672,  and,  upon  prescription,  be 


1757. 


CAlTBNBflB 

V. 
CAITHNSSS. 
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sustainedy  and  that  the  said  appellants  be  assaU- 
ziedfram  the  suit. 

For  Appellants,  Rob.  Dundas^  AL  Forrester. 
For  Respondents,  C.  Yorke^  Dav.  Roe. 

Note. — As  to  the  minority  of  substitates  in  an  entail  being  held 
not  to  interrapt  prescription^  see  Macdougall  v.  Macdongall,  1 2di 
Jalj  1739.    The  interlocutor  in  that  case  was,  ^'  that  the  minority 
of  Thomas  or  of  William  Macdougall  could  not  intermpt  the 
prescription,  they  being  only  substitutes  by  the  tailzie  1684.**  M. 
10947.     Kames  designates  this  case  as  the  fiunous  case,  (K.  De. 
p.  165),  and  it  has  been  a  leading  case  erer  since.     It  was  npoii 
the  principle  of  that  case  that  judgment  was  rerersed  in  the  pre- 
sent case  of  Ayton.    The  House  of  Lords  further  considered  the 
respondent  barred,  as  baring  been  himself  major  for  more  than 
forty  years  during  possession  on  an  adrerse  title.    In  the  case  of 
€k>rdon  v.  Gbrdon,  21st  December  1784.  Fac.  CoiLj  in  givii^ 
judgment  in  a  plea  of  the  same  nature,  the  Lord  President 
(Dundas)  obserred  that  <*  he  had  heard  the  case  of  Macdoogall 
judged  and  revered  it.     Lord  President  Forbes,  and  Lord  Amis- 
ton,  supported  the  decision.      Its  principles  were  afterwards 
adopted  in  the  case  of  Ayton  by  Lord  President  Craigie,  and  Ijatd 
JusticeJClerk  (Elrskine),  who  had  been  of  counsel  on  the  \omng 
side  in  the  case  of  Macdougall;  and  in  the  House  of  Lords  the 
judgment  was  approved  of  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  and 
Lord  Mansfield."      This  question  underwent  a  more  thorough 
investigation  in  a  subsequent  case  which  was  twice  before  the 
House  of  Lords. 

Fide  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple  v.  Fullarton,  House  of  Lords,  18th 
Dec.  1797  fjlBOkd  infra. 


Alexander,  Earl  of  Caithness,    -     Appdlant. 
Margaret,  Countess  of  Caithness,    BespondeaL 

House  of  Lords,  18<&  Majf  1757- 

Alimsmt. — A  wife  agreed  to  accept  of  a  separate  aliment  firoin  her 
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hoslMuid.    Held  on  her  insifitmg  that  the  sum  was  inadequate,       ^757« 


that  she  was  not  barred  bj  the  agreement  from  insisting  and    oaithnbbb 
daiminir  more:  and  L.200  per  annum,  and  the  interest  of  her  ^* 

®  *  ,  CAITHlfKflSb 

own  proper  free  funds  allowed,  although  this  was  above  the 
sum  provided  to  her  bj  her  ante-nuptial  contract  of  marriage. 

The  appellant  was  married  to  the  respondent;  and 
by  marriage  articles  entered  into,  of  this  date,  she  March  1738. 
was  provided,  in  case  she  should  survive  her  husband, 
with  an  annuity  of  L.222,  4s.  5d.  per  annum;  this 
annuity  being  restricted  to  L.166,  13s.  4d.  in  the 
event  of  there  being  one  or  more  children  of  the 
marriage. 

In  1739  the  respondent  bore  the  appellant  a 
daughter.  She  alleged  that  about  this  time  he  ab- 
sented himself  from  her  society,  and  began  to  slight 
her.  When  on  the  point  of  lying-in  at  Edinburgh, 
he  thought  fit  to  retire  to  Caithness;  and  when  she 
followed  him  there  to  endeavour  to  reconcile  him,  he 
removed  to  England;  and  also  inhibited  her. 

To  save  litigation  and  exposure  of  family  affairs, 
she  accepted,  by  agreement  entered  into  between 
them,  of  this  date,  of  L.83,  6s.  8d.  for  her  aliment  June  1741. 
during  the  time  they  by  mutual  consent  continued  to 
live  separate ;  but  finding  it  impossible  to  subsist  on 
this  small  sum,  she  raised  the  present  action  for  L.300 
per  annum,  as  a  suitable  aliment,  to  endure  so  long 
as  the  Earl  persisted  in  living  separate.  In  defence, 
the  appeUant  pleaded  the  agreement  and  contract  of 
separation  entered  into,  contending  that  the  aliment 
therein  allowed  was  ample,  and,  in  the  circumstances, 
sufficient  to  sustain  her. 

After  an  enquiry  into  the  rental  of  the  appellant's  04 1.  w  k 
estate,  the  Lords  of  Session  unanimously  found  *'  the  1766. 
''  pursuer  (respondent)  entitled  to  an  additional  ali- 
''  ment  over  and  above  the  aliment  contained  in  the 


// 
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^^^^'       "  contract  mentioned  in  the  libel, andmodified  tiie  ad- 


0A1THNB88 
V. 


''  ditional  aliment  to  the  smn  of  L.  11 6,  13s.  4d.  sterl- 
PAITHNBS8.  «  ing,  which,  with  the  sum  of  L.83,  6s.  8d«  sterling, 
*'  contained  in  the  said  contract,  makes  in  whole  the 
''  sum  of  L.200  sterling.  And  likewise  find  the  pur- 
"  suer  entitled  to  the  interest  of  her  own  proper  firee 
"  funds  by  way  of  aliment ;  also  to  be  payable  to  her 
**  from  time  to  time  as  the  same  should  be  settled, 
**  and  liquidated,  and  that  over  and  above  the  fore- 
**  said  sum  of  L.200  of  aliment,  modified  as  above, 
**  the  same  to  be  payable  half-yearly  at  Martinmas 
'^  and  Whitsunday  in  all  time  coming,  during  the 
**  pursuer  and  defender  living  separate." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant: — The  Court  have  pro- 
ceeded here  to  award  an  aliment  without  due  regard 
to  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  appellant's  es- 
tate, or  to  the  legal  rights  of  parties  previously  set- 
tled in  that  particular.  They  have  looked  to  the 
rental  of  the  estate  without  taking  into  view  the 
encumbrances  with  which  it  is  burdened;  and  it  was 
with  a  special  view  to  this  state  of  circumstances, 
and,  in  particular,  the  fact,  that  the  L.2000^of  this 
debt  was  a  sum  contracted  by  the  Countess  before 
her  marriage,  that  the  aliment  of  L.83  was  agreed 
on ;  and  having  so  agreed,  she  was  now  barred  in 
law  from  claiming  a  higher  aliment.  But  even  sap- 
posing  she  was  not  barred  by  this  agreement,  and  it 
were  still  open  to  her  to  claim  a  higher  alimony, 
there  is  no  instance  in  the  law  of  Scotland  where  an 
aliment  has  been  awarded  larger  in  amount  than  the 
jointure  granted  to  the  wife  by  the  marriage  articles. 
In  the  present  instance  the  Court  has  awarded 
L.33,  6s.  8d.  more  than  her  jointure. 
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Pleaded  for  the  Respondent: — ^The  contract  Ky      1767.^ 
which  she  agreed  to  accept  of  an  allowance  of  L.83,  ^^'^^^^ 
was  signed  bj  her  under  peculiar  circumstances.  cAiraKEss. 
She  was  mainly  induced  to  it  under  the  force  of  ne- 
cessity, and  merely  for  the  sake  of  peace,  and  to 
prevent  exposure  of  family  af&irs.     But  finding  it 
utterly  inadequate  to  subsist  her,  she  was  obliged  to 
take  her  course  in  law,  to  have  a  more  suitable  ali- 
ment awarded.    The  contract  cannot  bar  this  re- 
course, because,  in  so  far  as  it  provides  insufficient 
aliment,  it  is  not  binding  on  her.     And  looking  to 
the  respondent's  birth  and  rank,  and  to  the  appel- 
lant's income  of  L.1100  per  annum  from  his  estate, 
the  sum  allowed  by  the  Court  ought  to  be  confirmed, 
with  costs. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudgedy  that  Hie  interlocutor  com^ 
plained  of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  C.  Yorke,  Cha.  HamiUon  Goi^don. 
For  Respondent,  Al.  Forrester,  Dav.  Roe. 

Note, — Unreported  in  Court  of  Sessioiu 
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Abjudtoation.— (1.)  A  creditor  having 
adjudged  the  estate  of  his  debtor,  and 
likewise  the  right  to  an  adjudicatioo, 
which  the  debtor  had  led  against  cer- 
tain other  lands;  found  that  in  a  ques- 
tion with  another  adjudger  of  tnese 
lands,  he  was  bound  to  account  for 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  former, 
into  possession  of  which  he  had  en- 
tered in  Tirtue  of  his  decree. — Cooper 
V.  Hunter,  11th  December  1744^  p. 
376. 

■  (2.)    Prescription   op. — Held 

that  an  action  on  the  debt  and  adjudi- 
cation were  not  sufficient  to  interrupt 
prescription,  the  adjudication  (al- 
though charter  and  infeftment  had 
followed)  being  itself  prescribed,  no 
possession  having  followed  on  it.— > 
Clarke  o.  Earl  of  Home,  16th  April 
1753,  p.  533. 

Advocate  and  Agents  as  Havers. — 
Found  that  lawyers  and  agents  cited 
as  havers,  are  bound  to  answer  only 
such  interrogatories  touching  writings 
that  have  come  to  their  knowledge  in 
the  course  of  their  employment  as 
might  competently  be  put  to  their 
clients. — Scott  ».  Napier,  29th  Nov. 
1749,  p.  441. 

Afpreightmbnt. — A  charter  party  is 
not  dissolved  by  the  loss  of  the  ship. 
Freight  is  still  due  on  the  part  of  the 
cargo  which  is  saved.  A  vessel  being 
wrecked,  and  the  freigliters  having 
taken  possession  of  part  of  the  goods, 
and  abandoned  them  to  the  insurers, 
found  that  the  whole  freight  is  due 
for  those  goods,  and  that  the  freighters 


are  primarily  liable.  The  shipmaster 
havmg  declined  to  carry  the  eoods  to 
end  of  the  voyage  in  another  ship,  and 
the  owners  of  the  goods  having  taken 
them  away, — found  that  freight  pro 
rata  itineris  is  due  for  these,  although 
they  proved  to  be  so  damaged  as  to  be 
quite  useless;  and  that  the  freighters 
are  primarily  liable  for  it. — Lutwidge 
V.  Gray,  &c.,  23d  February  1734^  p. 
119. 

Alien  —  Forfeiture. — After  a  party 
was  attainted  for  high  treason,  two 
sons  were  bom  to  him  abroad.  And 
the  forfeiture  of  his  entailed  estate  was 
declared  to  endure  during  the  lifetime 
of  the  attainted  person  and  his  issue 
male.  A  claim  was  lodged  by  a  sub- 
stitute heir  of  entail,  after  the  death 
of  tlie  attainted  person,  but  while  his 
sons  were  still  aUve,  for  possession  of 
the  estate,  on  the  ground  that  as  the 
attainted  person  was  now  dead,  and 
his  sons  aliens,  and  so  incapable  of 
succeeding,  he  was  entitled  to  the  es- 
tate. Held,"  on  a  question  of  law 
raised  by  the  Judges  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  as  the  sons  were  aliens, 
and  so  incapable  of  succeeding,  the 
interest  of  the  Crown  had  determined, 
and  the  next  heir-substitute  entitled 
to  succeed, — reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Session. — Gordon  of 
Park  v.. His  Majesty's  Advocate,  4th 
Feb.  1764^  p.  668. 

Aliment.— (1.)  The  Court  of  Session 
having  modified  aliment  to  a  son,  the 
same  was  restricted  to  the  allowance 
which  had  originally  been  voluntarily 

6 
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S'ven   by  the  father.— MoncriefF  r. 
ioncriefi;  21st  March  1735,  p.  162. 

AuMENT  OP  Minors. — (2.)  Fide  Pre- 
scription. 

■  (3.)  A  wife  agreed  to  accept 

of  a  separate  aliment  from  her  hus- 
band. Held  on  her  insisting  that  the 
sam  was  inadequate,  that  she  was 
not  barred  by  the  agreement  from 
insisting  and  claiming  more ;  and 
L.200  per  annum  and  the  interest  of 
her  own'proper  free  funds  allowed,  al- 
though this  was  above  the  sum  pro- 
vided to  her  by  her  antenuptial  con- 
tract of  marriage. — Earl  of  Caithness 
17.  Countess  of  Caithness,  18th  May 
1767,  p.  664. 

Aknualrbnt.  -—  Interest   found  not  to 
be  due  upon  a  missive  not  bearing  a 
clause    of  interest. — Grarden  v.  B%g, 
28th  Jan.  1748,  p.  409. 

Appeal. —  Vide  Process. 
Do.  Do. 

Arrbstmbnt. — Arrestment  of  rents,  for 
security  of  a  sum  not  payable  for  four 
years  idfter  the  date  of  the  arrestment, 
ordered  to  be  loosed  without  caution, 
or  consignation,  although  the  debtor 
vraavergens  ad  inopiam. — York  Build- 
ing Company  v.  Sir  John  Meres,  24th 
May  1728,  p.  10. 

Assignation. — ^What  sufficient  intima- 
tion.— Earl  of  Aberdeen  o.  Earl  of 
March,  &c.,  9th  April  1730,  p.  44. 

Bank — Legal  Diligence. — In  a  case 
betwixt  the  two  Banks,  it  was  found 
by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  neither 
homing,  inhibition,  nor  arrestment, 
were  competent  against  the  Bank  of 
Scotland,  upon  their  notes,  or  tickets, 
the  diligence  being  done  in  emulation-^ 
em,but  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
— Royal  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Scotland, 
9th  May  1729,  p.  14. 

Bankrupt— Act  1621  c.  18.— A  debt 
having  been  made  over  by  a  person 
in  favour  of  his  wife  stante  matrimo- 
itto,  and  by  her  assigned  to  a  second 
husband,  as  part  of  her  tocher;  the 
assignation  was  found  not  reducible  at 
the  instance  of  a  creditor  of  the  first 
husband.— Napier  v.  Napier,  29th 
>pra  1726,  p.  1. 

Bankrupt  Notour — Statute  1696. — 
Held  that  apprehension  by  a  messen- 
ger under  a  caption,  with  detention 


for  a  whole  night,  but  without  being 
put  in  jail,  and  afterwards  allowed  to 
go  on  part  payment  of  the  debt»  was  a 
sufficient  imprisonment  under  the  act, 
so  as  to  constitute  notour  bankruptcy. 
Tumbull's  Creditors  (Erskine,  &c.)  r. 
Colonel  Scott,  27th  Feb.  1766,  p.  614. 

Bbnbficium  CoMPETBNTiiB.  —  Circum- 
stances  under  which  ben^ficium  com- 
petenticB  refused  to  a  grandfather  in 
a  question  with  his  grandchildreD, 
claimhig  under  their  father's  maniage 
contract.  (Judgment  in  absence. )-- 
Hogs  V.  Hogs,  27th  Much  1750,  p. 
469. 

Bill  of  Exchange.— (^1.)  Action  sus- 
tained upon  a  gratuitous  bill  which 
had  been  granted  by  a  man  in  securi- 
ty, of  a  promise  of  marriage,  the  mar- 
riage not  having  taken  place. — Calder 
V.  Provan,  12th  Jan.  1744^  p.  359. 

■    ■  (2.)  Found  that  one  who  had 

retired  bills  in  London  supra  pro- 
test^ for  the  honour  of  the  drawer, 
(who  was  in  Scotland,)  was  not  de- 
barred of  his  recourse  against  the 
drawer,  although  he  did  not  give 
notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bilb 
for  eight  days.  Also  found  that  thii 
was  a  sufficient  notification  of  the 
dishonour  of  other  bills,  retired  in  the 
same  way,  although  payable  after  the 
date  of  the  letter.  —  Ochterlony  f. 
Hunter,  9th  April  1745,  p.  396.  ; 
(3.)  Bills  having  lain  over  for 


twenty-eight  years,  without  protest 
or  demand,  it  was  found  by  the  Court 
of  Session,  that  no  action  lay  upon 
them,  unless  supported  by  the  accep- 
tor's oath  upon  the  verity  of  his  sub- 
scription. Ke  versed  in  the  dream- 
stances  of  the  case. — Garden  v.  Biggi 
28th  January  1748,  p.  409. 

Bona  Fids  Consumptioh.— An  heritor 
possessing  his  teinds  by  virtue  oi  a 
grant  from  another  as  tacksman,  fouod 
to  be  bona  fide  possessor,  until  inter- 
pelled  by  the  titular. — Easton,  &C.,  v. 
Stirling,  27th  Feb.  3733,  p.  90. 

Bona  Fide  Payment. — Payment  of  s 
certain  rate  in  name  of  teinds  to  the 
minister  for  forty  years  without  chal- 
lenge from  the  titular,  found  to  be  t 
bona  fide  payment  quoad  the  whole 
teinds,  and  to  exoner  the  heritor  of  aU 
bygones.— Easton  v.  Stirling  ut  svpru. 
Vide  Teinds. 
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Bona  bt  Mala  Fides. — An  oneronfl  sin- 
gular successor  is  not  affected  b  v  a  la* 
tent  and  personal  ground  of  challenge, 
to  which  his  author's  right  is  subject, 
he  being  in  bona  fide  right  to  the  es- 
tate.— Stewart  and  Husband  v.  Heron, 
SOth  May  1749,  p.  432. 

BuBOH  Royal — Dbsubtddb — Elbctton. 
— (].)  The  Acts  1503  c.  80, 1635  c.  26, 
and  1609  c.  8,  which  disable  persons 
not  being  actual  traders  and  resident- 
ers  within  the  bnrgh  from  being  elect- 
ed magistrates,  found  to  be  in  desue- 
tude. 2.  A  councillor  bavin?  been 
imprisoned  on  the  eve  of  the  election, 
in  virtue  of  a  warrant  obtained  upon 
information  of  the  adverse  party, — 
found  not  sufficient  to  void  the  elec- 
tion, there  being  such  a  number  in 
&vour  of  it  as  would  have  formed  a 
majority  notwithstanding  he  had  been 
present.  —  Smollett  o.  Suntein,  &c., 
19th  Feb.  1730,  p.  26. 

S2.^  A  bond  entered  into  by  a  por- 
a  body  of  electors  binding  them- 
.  selves  to  vote  according  to  the  opinion 
of  the  majoritv  of  their  number,  found 
to  be  contra  bonos  mores  and  illegal. 
The  election  annulled.  The  sett  re- 
corded  in  the  books  of  the  convention 
of  royal  burghs  must  be  adhered  to, 
not  wi  thstandmgthat  previous  con  trar}" 

{)ractice  be  alleged. — Hogganv.  Ward- 
aw,  &c.,  10th  March  1735,  p.  148. 
(3.)  An  action  being  brought  for 


setting  aside  the  election  of  magistrates 
on  the  ground  of  irregularities  in  the 
previous  election  of  deacons  of  trades. 
It  was  found  that  the  limitation  of 
eight  weeks  imposed  by  the  statute 
was  to  be  reckoned  from  the  date  of 
the  election  of  the  magistrates,  and 
not  from  that  of  the  deacons.  It  was 
found  that,  in  the  event  of  an  equality 
at  the  election  of  a  deacon  of  the  trade, 
the  old  deacon  had  a  casting  vote.  It 
being  ai'gued  that  a  person  was  dis- 
qualified for  voting  at  the  election  of 
a  deacon,  because  he  was  bell-man  of 
the  burgh,  the  objection  was  repelled. 
— Heriot  &c.,  ».  Ray,  30th  April  1735, 

p.  171. 

(4.)  The  meeting  for  election  of 


magistrates  of  a  burgh  being  held  pre- 
vious to  the  usual  day,  and  without  due 
notice,  the  election  was  reduced.  Cir- 
cumstances under  which  an  election  of 


magistrates  was  reduced  as  irregular 
and  void. — Act  7  €reo.  11.  c.  .-*Mar- 
qub  of  Lothian,  &c.  v.  Haswell,  &c., 
14th  AprU  1738,  p.  207. 

BuROH  (5.)  RoTALBuBOH-*Act7  Geo. 
II.  c.  16. — An  election  of  magistrates 
set  aside  at  common  law  on  account 
of  an  unlawful  separation  of  the  mem- 
bers by  whom  they  were  chosen,  al- 
though not  idling  under  the  above 
act, — Ferguson  v,  M^Crie,  &o.,  7th 
AprU  1741,  p.  312. 

BuROH  OF  Baront.— Held  though  the 
merchants  of  Kelso  could  produce  no 
charter  or  seal  of  cause,  yet  that  they 
were  a  burgh  of  barony  by  the  char- 
ter in  favour  of  the  Earl  of  Roxburgh, 
erecting  his  lands  and  the  town  of 
Kelso  into  a  barony.  But,  2d,  Their 
right  of  entering)  burgesses,  &c.,  waa 
subject  to  his  regulation  and  controul; 
and,  3d,  That  they  were  not  entitled 
to  uplift  the  dues  and  customs,  and 
their  claim  to  have  the  past  dues  and 
customs  applied  to  the  common  good 
of  the  burgh  was  prescribed.  Fide 
also  Servitude. — Duke  of  Roxburgh 
V.  Jeffrey,  &c.,  18th  March  1757,  p. 
632. 

Chartbr  Partt. —  Vide  Afireightment. 

Clause  in  Entail. — In  an  entail  in  fa- 
vour of  a  daught-er  nominatimy  a 
clause  ''prohibiting  the  heirs  female 
of  the  said  Mar^ret,  her  body,  or  any 
other  of  the  heirs  male  and  of  tailzie 
above  written,  (except  the  heirs  male 
of  the  said  Margaret's  body),  to  sell," 
&c.,  found  to  deoar  the  daughter  from 
selling.— Nairn  v,  Nairn,  14th  May 
1736,  p.  192. 

(2.^   Found   that  a  clause    In 

an  entail  providing  'Hhat  in  case 
any  heir  of  entail  should  succeed 
to  a  certain  other  estate,  he  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  so  succeeding 
should  be  obliged  to  denude  in  favour 
of  the  next  heir;"  and  that  the  estate 
in  that  event  should  be  redeemable 
*'  from  the  said  heirs  male  who  shall 
succeed  to  both  the  said  estates,  and 
his  heir  male  foresaid," — has  not  the 
effect  of  excluding  all  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body  of  the  person  so  succeed- 
ing, (so  as  to  make  room  for  the  next 
branch,)  but  only  his  eldest  son  or 
heir  apparent;  and  the  succession  opens 
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•  to  the  second  Bon.— Leslie  v.  Leslie, 
29th  April,  1742,  p.  324. 

Clause  in  Entail. — (3.)  Vide  Proyision 
to  heirs  and  children  in  Tailzie. 

Clause. —  VicU  Sahstitate  and  Condi- 
tional Institute. 

Clause  of  Bkturn. — Held  affirming  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  that 
an  estate  which  was  conveyed  to  a 
party,  and  his  heirs  male,  failing 
whom,  to  return  to  the  Earl  of  Mor- 
ton, (the  donor,)  had  become  an  nnli- 

•  mited  fee  in  the  possessor,  iiree  of  such 
clause  of  return,  by  his  possessing  for 
forty  years  on  a  charter  giving  him 
the  absolute  fee  thereof. — Douglas  v. 

,  Douglas,  25th  Jan.  1754,  p.  553. 

GoMiioMTT. —  Vide  Prescription. 

CoHPENSATioir.  —  Compensation  was 
pleaded  against  an  neritable  bond. 
Held  that  thb  plea  was  barred  by  mu- 
tual general  discharges  granted  of  even 
date  with  the  bond,  which  covered  all 
claims  prior  thereto;  and  not  oompe- 

;  tent  to  be  pleaded  against  the  party 
to  whom  the  bond  was  assigned,  al- 
though assigned  in  security. — Cart- 
wright  V.  Grant,  18th  March  1755,  p. 

507. 

Condition. — Vide  Tailzie. 

CoNFUsio.— A  bond  over  an  entailed  es- 
tate being  granted  to  the  substitutes 
in  the  entau,  and  the  succession  to  it 
having  opened  to  the  heir  in  possession 
of  the  estate,  but  he  not  having  made 
up  any  title  to  the  bond — it  was  found 
that  the  debt  is  not  extinguished  by 
confusion  in  hb  person,  but  is  still  a 
subsisting  burden  on  the  estate. — Ir- 
vine t7.  Cumming,  &c.,  4th  May  1733, 
p.  103. 

Conjunct  Fee  and  Liferent. — A  wife's 
estate  being  disponed  in  her  marriage 
contract  **  to  the  husband  and  wife,— 
in  conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  and  to  the 
sons  of  the  marriage;  which  failing, 
•  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  her 
father;  which  felling,  to  the  heirs  fe- 
male of  the  marriage;  which  failing, 
to  the  heirs  male  or  female  of  her 
body  of  any  other  marriage;  which 
failing,  to  the  husband,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body  of  any  other  mar- 
riage; which  failing,  to  the  wife's 
heirs  whatsoever;"—- the  fee  found  to 
be  in  the  wife. — Murray  and  others  v. 
Blair,  4th  AprU  1739,  p.  251. 


Conjunct  Feb  and  Livbbsrt. — Vide  Fiax. 

CoNquKST.— What  held  to  Ml  under 
conquest  in  succession  theretOd-^Earl 
of  Selkirk  v.  Duke  of  Hamilton,  3d 
April  1740,  p.  271. 

Constitution  of  Burgh. —  Vide  Bnigh 
of  Barony. 

Construction. —  Vide  Provision  to  heiis 
and  children. 

Crown's  Prerogattve. —  Vide  Prefer- 
ence. 

Count  and  Reckoning. —  Vide  Adjudi- 
cation, No.  1. 

Damage    done   to   Pbopertt  bt    Mo»— 
Claih  for  Ditto. — Vide  Public  Po- 
lice. 
Deathbed. — ^Whether    a  renimeiation 
by  an  apparent  heir  of  his  right  to 
challenge  ex  capite  iecii,  granted  to  tba 
ancestor  while  he  was  in  iiege  poustie 
be  binding?    Whether  such  a  renim- 
eiation granted   by  two  of  four  ap- 
parent heirs  be  binding  on  them,  m 
other  two  not  having  acceded  to  the 
obligation,  and  theputv  obtaining  it, 
being  thus  prevented  from  fulfilfing 
his  part  of  the  conditions  of  the  con- 
tract? —  Murray  and  others  v.  Sir 
Francis  Kinloch,  &c.,  29th    March 
1739,  p.  245. 
Declarator. — Circumstanoes  in  wliicfa 
this  action  held  incompetent. —  VuU 
Forfeiture,  No.  5. 
Decree  of  Sale. — ^A  decree  of  sale  does 
not  cut  off  the  right  of,  or   ezdude 
P'trties  not  called  in  the  ranking  and 
sale;  and  the  Act  1695  does  not  pro- 
tect a  purchaser  in  such  a  cane. — His 
Majesty's  Advocate  v.  Urquhart,  6tli 
February  1755,  p.  586. 
Defenders  cited  as  Havebs. — Vide  Ezhi* 

bition. 
Delivbbt  of  Deed — Proof  of  Disa— 

Vide  Witness  Instrumentary. 
Dbvoldtton  Clause. — Vide  Clause. 
Desuetude. —  Vide  Burgh  Royal,  Vo.  1. 
Discharge. — A  widow  being  infeft  for 
her  jointure  in  certain  lands,  agreed 
with  the  son  to  accept  a  restricted 
sum  out  of  other  lands,  which  beiii^ 
afterwards  sequestrated  by  his  credi- 
tors, she  brought  an  action  against  the 
purchaser  and  tenants  of  the  first  es- 
tate for  her  jointure  and  bygones;— 
the  claim  was  sustained*    The  po^ 
chaser  having   acquired  right  to  s 
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wadset  of  the  lands,  in  oonsideTation 
of  which  he  had  reserved  a  part  of  the 
pricey— found  that  the  wadset,  though 
prior  in  date,  did  not  stand  in  the  way 
of  the  claim. — Sir  Wm.  Gordon  v,  Ur- 
quhart,  6th  Feb.  1736,  p.  176. 

DiscaABGB  BY  Mmoa  without  Cua4T0Ba — 
Vide  Minor. 

DiscHAROB  (GaNBBAL.) — Ficftf  Compen- 
sation. 

DomciLB  AMD  Locus  CoMnucTUS. —  Vide 
Prescription,  Foreign. 

Election. —  Vide  Burgh. 

Ditto,  No.  6. 

Exhibition.^ A  defender,  being  cited 
upon  a  general  diligence  against  lia- 
▼ers,  is  not  obliged  to  depone  or  ex- 
hibit except  upon  a  special  conde- 
scendence of  the  writs  called  for.  A 
defender  being  cited  under  a  diligence 
against  havers  for  proving  a  trust, 
found  that  he  is  not  bound  to  produce 
the  writs  specially  condescended  upon, 
if  he  depone  that  they  contain  no 
clause  instructing  a  trust. — Scott  v. 
Napier,  29th  Nov.  1749,  p.  441. 

£(^urrT. —  Vide  Settlement— Provision. 

Facility.—  Vide  Fraud,  No.  2. 

Factob.— A  factor  taking  bills  in  his 
own  name  from  his  constituent's 
debtor,  without  giving  notice  thereof 
to  his  constituent,  found  liable  for  the 
loss  arising  from  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  debtor. — Ainslie  v.  Arbuthnot  and 
Co.,  7th  Feb.  1743^  p.  340. 

Falsa  Dbmonstbatio. — (1.)  Found  that 
an  attainder  was  not  vitiated,  although 
in  the  Act  the  person  was  described 
by  the  name  of  Wakinshaw,  instead 
of  Walkinshaw,  and  as  beine^  of 
^^ScotstouD,"  (the  estate  of  his  father,) 
although  at  the  time  he  was  not  in- 
fefb  in  any  lands. — Walkinshaw  v.  His 
Majesty's  Advocate,  &c.,  9th  June 
1737,  p.  197. 


(2. 


)  Alexander,  Lord  Forbes 
of  Pitsligo,  found  by  the  Court  of 
Session  to  be  not  attainted  by  the  at- 
tainder of '^Alexander,  Lord  Pitsligo." 
Judgment  reversed. — The  Lord  Advo- 
cate V,  Alexander,  Lord  Forbes  of 
Pitsligo,  1st  February  1751,  p. 
482. 
Fiab. — (1.)  A  wife  having  in  her  mar- 
riage contract  conveyed  her  estate  in 


fiivoor  of  her  husband  and  herself  in 
conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of 
the  marriage;  the  fee  was  found  to  be 
in  the  husband,  although  the  wife 
survived,  and  there  were  no  heirs  of 
the  marriage  entitled  to  succeed,  un- 
der the  contract. — Neilson  v.  Murray, 
&c.,  14th  March  1732,  p.  65. 

Fiab. — (2.)  Where  a  tiather  by  his  oon-i 
tract  of  maiTiage  bound  himself  to 
convey  his  estate  to  the  heirs  male  of 
his  marriage.  Held  that  the  fee  was 
still  in  him,  and  that  this  obligation 
did  not  foreclose  him  from  conveying 
the  estate,  under  the  limitations  of  an 
entail,  in  favour  of  the  heir  male  of 
the'  marriage  instead  of  one  in  fee. 
— Craik  v.  Craik,  21st  May  175% 
p.  542. 

(3.)  Vide  Conjunct  Fee  and  Life- 
rent to  Husband  and  Wife,  &o. 

Absolute  and  Limited. — (4.)An 


estate  being  settled  in  a  marriage  con- 
tract upon  the  heirs  male  of  the  mar- 
riage; whom  failing,  upon  the  heirs 
male  of  the  body  of  the  husband  by 
any  other  marriage;  whom  failing, 
upon  the  heirs  female  of  the  marriage: 
found  that  the  heir  male  of  the  second 
marriage,  who  succeeded  to  the  estate, 
might  gratuitously  dispose  of  it  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  substitutes,  the  heirs 
female  of  the  first  marriage.-^Edgar 
V.  Maxwell  alias  Johnstone,  3l8t  May 
1742,  p.  334. 

(5.)  A  disposition  in  a  marriage 


contract  to  the  heir  of  the  marriage 
in  fee,  with  an  obligation  to  infeft, 
and  absolute  warrandice,  imports  only 
a  right  of  succession,  and  not  a  Jus 
creditiy  in  a  question  with  onerous 
creditors. — Sutherland  v.  Gordon,  7th 
March  1751,  p.  493. 

FoBEiGN.— (1.)  The  final  sentence  of  a 
competent  court  in  a  foreign  state, 
forms  a  sufficient  defence  exceptione 
ret  judieaia,  —  Hamilton  v.  Dutch 
East  India  Company,  4th  April  1732, 
p.  69. 

•    (2.)    A  Scotchman  dyinff  in 

England,  where  his  will  was  duly 
proved  by  the  executor  therein  nomi- 
nated,— it  was  found  that  an  executor- 
creditor  could  not  recover  in  Scotland 
a  debt  due  upon  a  bond  to  the  deceas- 
ed.—Earl  01  Breadalbane  v.  Innes^ 
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George  Lord  Ray,  et  alii,  11th  Feb. 
1736,  p.  181. 

Foreign. — (3.)  Found  that  the  term  of 
prescription  is  to  be  applied  which  is 
reco^ised  bjr  the  law  of  the  debtors' 
domicile,  in  opposition  to  that  of  the 
locus  contractus* — Robertson  v.  Mar- 
quis of  Annandale,  10th  December 
1749,  p.  293. 

"  f4.)  Found  that   persons   ap- 

pointea  in  England  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor to  manage  the  affairs  of  a  luna- 
tic, are  not  thereby  entitled  to  main- 
tain action  in  Scotland  upon  the 
lunatic's  right.  A  power  of  attorney 
granted  by  one  who  had  been  judi- 
cially declared  a  lunatic  in  England, 
was  found  a  sufficient  title  to  pursue 

\  in  Scotland  for  a  debt  due  to  him 
there. — Bayne  v.  Earl  of  Sutherland, 
13th  Feb.  1760,  p.  464. 

(6.^    A  simple    contract  debt 


son  from  the  18th  April  preoeding; — 
it  was  found  that  tne  forfeiture  did 


incurred  in  England,  though  in  that 
country  not  affecting  the  heir  of  the 
debtor,  may  be  ground  of  affecting  his 
landed  estate  in  Scotland. — Fullarton 
t7.  Kinloch,  p.  266. 

(6.)   Held  an  English    execu- 


trix not  liable  to  be  called  to  account 
in  the  Courts  of  Scotland.  —  Cart- 
wrights  V,  Grants  19th  March  1766, 
p.  697. 

FoRBST. — In  a  question  between  the  he- 
ritable keeper  of  a  royal  forest  and 
the  neighbouring  heritors,  regarding 
the  boundaries  of  the  forest,  the 
King's  Advocate  must  be  made  a 
party. — Earl  of  Breadalbane  v.  Men- 
zies,  &c.,  29th  Jan.  1736,  p.  146. 

FoBFEiTURB  OP  Fbu. —  Vide  Superior 
and  Vassal. 

FoRFBiTURB. — (1.)  Vide  Irritancy. 

f  2.^  Vide  Falsa  Demonstratio, 

— —  (3.)  A  conveyance  by  a  father 
to  his  son  after  the  date  specified 
in  the  Act,  (1  Greo.  I.  c.  20),  sustain- 
ed,— the  debts  charged  on  the  estate, 
and  for  which  the  son  became  person- 
ally liable,  being  nearly  equal  to  the 
value  of  the  lands. — The  Lord  Ad- 
vocate o.  Lord  Boyd,&c.,  26th  March 
1761,  p.  49a 

(4.)  A  person  being  attainted 


not  operate  retro  to  the  effect  of 
pacitating  him  to  succeed  to  property 
m  the  interval. — Drummond  v.  Ixm 
Advocate,  30th  April  1761,  d.  603. 

FoRFBiTURB.T-(6.)  Fouudthat  by  the«i- 
tainder  of  the  heir  in  possession  of  an 
entailed  estate,  the  estate  was  forfeit- 
ed to  the  Crown,  not  only  during  his 
own  life,  but  so  long  as  there  shoiild 
survive  any  issue  of  his  body  who 
would  have  been  entitled  to  succeed 
under  the  entail,  had  there  been  no 
attainder;  and  after  that,  that  the  es- 
tate went  to  the  heir  aubsUtate, 
whose  interest  could  not  be  cot  off 
by  the  attainder. — The  Lord  Advo- 
cate V,  John  Gordon,  &c.,  21st  May 
1761,  p.  608. 

.  (6.)  Sequel  of  above  case. —  Vide 

Aliens. 

Fraud. — (1.)  Fraud  and  circumvention 
inferred  from  the  distressed  state  of 
the  granter  of  a  disposition,  the  deceit- 
ful  terms  of  the  writings,  and  the 
great  inequality  of  the  bargain. — 
Gordon  v.  Crawford,  28th  April  1730, 

p.  47. 
■  (2.)  A  deed  reduced  upon  the 

head  of  fraud  and  drcumvention, 
which  were  chiefly  inferred  from  the 
facility  of  the  granter,  in  conjunction 
with  the  very  disadvantageous  terms 
of  the  transaction. — Ferguson  o.  Mait- 
land,  6th  April  1732,  p.  73. 

(3.)  A  disposition  to  a  creditor. 


by  virtue  of  the  Act,  which  declar- 
ed that  if  he  did  not  surrender  him» 
self  before  the  12th  Jaly  following, 
he  should   stand  attainted  of  trea- 


and  infeftment  thereon,  set  aude,  hav- 
ing been  granted  during  the  currency 
of  a  term,  which  the  debtors  had  taken 
to  produce  a  progress  in  an  action  of 
adjudication  which  had  been  raised 
against  them  at  the  instance  of  another 
creditor. — Sir  Wm.  Billers,  &c^  v, 
Duke  of  Norfolk,  &c.,  1st  May  1739, 
p.  266. 
Fraud.  (4.)  An  entailed  estate  was  sold 
for  payment  of  debts  by  Act  of  Pai^ 
liament,   applied   for    and   obtained 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  appellant 
and  others,  substitute  heirs  of  entalL 
Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session)  that  me  appellant 
was  not  barred  by  such  concnrreooe 
and  agreement,  nor  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  from  opening  up  the  whole 
proceedings,  and   showing  that  the 
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debts,  fraudulently  represented  as  due, 
were  fictitions,  and  not  chargeable 
against  the  estate.  —  Sir  Kenneth 
Mackenzie  v.  John  Stewart  and  others, 
14th  March  1754,  p.  678. 

Feaud. — (6.)|Reduction  of  marriage  ar^ 
tides  on  the  head  of  imbecility  and 
fraud,  sustained  by  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, in  respect  of  the  suspicious  and 
unequal  nature  of  the  whole  transac- 
tion; but  rerersed  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  in  respect  the  marriage  had  fol- 
lowed thereon,  and  fraud  not  proTed. 
Ramsay  Irvine  v.  Irvine,  10th  Dec. 
1753,  p.  547. 

(6.)  Vide  Greneral  burden. 

FaEioHT,  WBBM  DuB. — Fkfe  Affreight- 
ment. 

Genbral  Burdrn. — See  Fraud  No.  8, 
Wm.  Billers  v.  Duke  of  Norfolk,  &c., 
Ist  May  1739,  p.  255. 

Hbreditatb  Jacbntb — Statutb  1695. 
—Held  that  the  statute  1695,  as  to 
the  passive  titles,  is  a  correctory  sta- 
tute, and  must  be  strictly  interpreted, 
and  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an 
heir  who  possessed  an  estate  in  which 
his  predecessor  died  unentered,  and 
to  which  he  declined  to  make  up 
titles. — Grant  v.  Sutherland,  15th 
AprU  1755,fp.  605. 

Hktr  and  Executor. — (1.)  Fide  For- 
ei^.  No.  5. 

'  (2.)  Where  the  real  and  personal 

estate  are  conveyed  to  different  heirs 
in  virtue  of  different  deedsL  each  con- 
taining a  general  clause,  obliging  the 
persons  favoured  to  pay  all  the  srant- 
er's  debts :  Held,  that  such  clauaes 
do  not  alter  the  ordinary  rules  of  lia- 
bility between  heir  and  execntor — 
Campbell  v.  Campbell,  Ist  June  1749, 
p.  436. 

Heir  Apparent. — A  debtor  having  died 
in  apparency,  after  having  been  in 
possession  of  an  estate  for  three  years, 
and  decrees  of  constitution  and  adjudi- 
cation having  been  deduced  against 
his  infant  son,  who  had  been  charged 
to  enter  heir  without  renouncing: 
Found  that  these  decrees  were  so  far 
effectual  against  the  son  as  to  attach 
the  lands  possessed  by  the  father  in 
apparency. 
The  possession  by  a  liferentrix  of 


part  of  the  lands,  in  virtue  of  a  right 
not  flowing  from  the  heir  apparent,  is 
not  accounted  the  possession  of  the 
heir,  so  as  to  subject  the  life-rented 
lands  in  terms  of  the  statute.  Neither 
was  that  part  of  the  liferented  lands 
subjected,  which  the  heir-apparent 
had  acquired  and  possessed  under  a 
contract  of  excambion  with  the  life- 
rentrix.— Grant,  &c.  v.  Sutherland, 
&c.,  11th  May  1749,  p.  416. 
Heir  op  the  Marriage. — (1.)  An  estate 
being  provided  in  a  marriage-contract 
*^  to  the  heirs  of  the  marriage,"  the 
father  was  found  not  entitled  to  settle 
it  by  an  entail,  upon  any  child,  other 
than  the  heir  of  the  marriage;  and  an 
entail,  thus  settling  it,  was  reduced  as 
being  contra  Jidem  tabutarum  nuptia^ 
/tum.^^tewart  v,  Graham,  &o.,  10th 
Feb.  1744,0.364. 

(2.)   Vidt  Fiar,  No.  2. 

Heir  Female.— An  entail  conceived  to 
heirs  male,  whom  failing,  to  the  en- 
tailer's daughters  by  name,  and  the 
heirs  mak  of  their  body  :  Held  that 
a  son  of  one  of  these  daughters  was 
not  an  heir  female,  but  an  heir  male, 
in  virtue  of  the  destination. — Forbes 
V.  Skene,  &c.,  25th  January  1757,  p. 
628.— rWe  Tailzie,  No.  25. 

Vide  Tailzie,  No.  11. 

Heir  opProvision. — (1 . )  Found  that  the 
heir  of  the  marriage  may  gratuitously 
dispose  of  the  estate  conveyed  in  the 
marriage-contract. — Murray  v.  Blair, 
4th  April  1739,  p.  251. 

(2.)  Vide  Ssrvice  as  heir  of  pro- 

vbion. 

Heritage. —  Vide  Conquest. 

Husband  and  Wipe. — (1.)  Ftcis  Mutual 
contract. 

(2.)  A  man  having  been  mar- 
ried privately  to  A.,  and  lived  with 
her  as  his  wife  in  public  for  twenty 
years,  and  procreated  several  child- 
ren; B.  after  his  death  alleged  a  pre- 
vious clandestine  marriage  with  him. 
Mutual  declarators  were  raised,  and 
strong  circumstances  adduced  by  B* 
to  establish  the  first  marriaffe;  yet, 
as  she  had  entirely  concealed  her 
pretended  marriage  during  her  hus- 
band's lifetime,  and  had  several  times 
been  in  company  with  him  and  A. 
together,  and  owned  her  as  his  wife; 
it  was  found  that  she  had  not  proved 
her  prior  marriage. — Cochrane  alias 


XVUl 


INDEX  OF  MATTERS. 


Kennedy  v.  Campbell,  Slst  Jan.  1753, 
p.  519. 

loioTRT. — (1.)  In  a  redaction  of  a  deed 
ex  capUeJuroris  after  the  death  of  the 
granter,  a  general  allegation  of  idiotrv 
not  relevant.— Mood  ie  v.  Stewart,  6th 
Feb.  1730,  p.  20. 

(2.)  Vide  Foreign,  No.  4. 

iNDEFiiaTB  Patmsnt. — Two  bonds  due 
to  the  same  party  beine  prescribed, 
and  Uie  debtor  in  them  naving  made 
an  indefinite  payment  *^  to  account " 
during  the  currency  of  the  prescrip- 
tion; it  was  found  that  the  prescrip- 
tion of  both  bonds  was  not  thereby 
interrupted,  but  that  the  debtor  might 
impute  the  parent  to  either  of  them. 
Garden  v.  Kigg,  28th  Jan.  1748,  p. 
409. 

Infeftment.—  Vide  Greneral  Burden. 

Imbibition. — (1.)  A  right  of  succession 
under  a  marriage-contract,  cannot  by 
inhibition  be  made  effectual  against 
onerous  creditors  of  the  father.— 
Sutherland  v,  Gordon,  7th  March, 
1751,  p.  493. 

■  (2.)  An  inhibition   sustained, 

which  was  objected  to  as  setting  forth 
two  separate  debts  by  bond  m  the 
narrative  of  the  letters,  while  the  will 
only  referred  to  a  bond,  without  dis- 
tinguishing which,  the  omission  of 
the  letter  S  in  the  word  ''bond," 
being  a  clerical  error. — Blackwood  v. 
Allan  and  Others,  23d  March  1757» 
p.  640. 

Imtbrrstof  Debt  on  Entaiued  Estate — 
Is  heir  in  possession  bound  to  pay  it. 
—  Ft(2e  Tailzie,  No.  24. 

Ibbitancy — Tailzie. — Found  that  un- 
der an  entail  prohibiting  **  debts 
whereby  the  estate  may  be  adjudged 
or  evicted,"  the  contracting  of  per- 
sonal debts,  on  which  no  diligence 
had  followed  against  the  estate,  does 
not  infer  an  irritancy.  Found  the 
arrear  of  an  annuity  reserved  to  the 
entailer,  and  not  of  the  heir  in 
possession,  although  the  annuity 
should  have  been  paid  by  him.  The 
heirs  being  prohibited  under  an  irri- 
tancy from  ''contracting  debts  or 
doin^  other  deeds  of  omission  or  com- 
mission, whereby  the  lands  or  any 
part  thereof  may  be  adjudged,"  &c., 
and  the  entailer's  widow  havinjr  led 
adjudication  for  the  arrears  ox  her 


annuity,  found  that  the  right  of  thm 
heir  in  possession  was  not  thereby  irri- 
tated.— Stewart  o.  Denham,  8ih  Aprfl 
1742,  p.  316. 
Ibritanct — Tailzie.  (2.)  A.  cooTeyed 
his  estate  to  the  second  son  of  B^  and 
appointed  trustees  (three  of  'wIhmb 
were  declared  to  be  a  quorum)  to  di- 
rect his  education.  He  at  the  same 
time  left  a  sum  of  monev  to  B.'s 
eldest  son,  on  condition  that  B.  did 
not  interfere  with  or  hinder  liis  trus- 
tees in  the  management  of  the  seeond 
son.  In  a  claim  for  repetition  of  tke 
money  on  the  gronnd  of  B.*8  intevler- 
ence,  it  was  found  that  the  forfeitme 
was  not  incurred,  a  guormm  of  the 
trustees  never  having  acted.^-— Chsr- 
teris  V.  the  Lord  Advocate,  22d  Febi. 
1750,  p.  463. 

Jus  Tertii. — It  being  objected  to  the 
title  of  an  heir  pursuing  a  redaction 
of  his  ancestor's  deed,  as  a  oontraTen- 
tion  of  the  entail — that  the  con- 
travention implied  the  fbrfutiure  of 
hb  own  right — the  objection  was  re- 
pelled as  being  jus  tertii  to  one  who 
did  not  claim  under  the  entaiL — ^Dnke 
of  Roxburgh  v.  Don,  5th  March  1734» 
p.  120. 

'  (2.^   A  trust  for  payment  of 

such  of  tne  creditors  of  the  gnnter's 
son,  as  the  trustee  should  agree,  and 
compound  with,  and  declaring  that 
no  action  or  diligence  thereon  should 
be  competent  to  any  of  the  creditors; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  tiiey  should 
thereby  forfeit  all  interest  in  the 
same;  and  the  trustees  having  for  a 
length  of  time  taken  no  stepa  toward 
a  distribution,  action  was  sustained 
at  the  instance  of  the  whole  creditors^ 
for  the  purpose  of  calling  the  trustees 
to  account  for  their  mtromianons 
with  the  trust  estate.  Action  being 
raised  against  the  representatives  <a 
the  original  trustees  without  opposi- 
tion from  the  substitute  trustee,  it 
was  found  to  be^tM  tertii  to  the  repre- 
sentatives to  object  to  the  above  for- 
feiting clause. — Duke  of  Hamilton, 
&C.,  V.  Earl  of  Haddington,  &0.,  IGth 
Jan.  1750,  p.  447. 

Jus  Crediti. — A  provision  in  a  mar- 
riage-contract of  certain  sums  in  fsr 
vour  of  the  wife  failing  children,  or 
in  the  event  of  their  deaths  in  minor- 
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ity,  and  anmarried,  found  to  be  a  ju$ 
creditij  and  not  a  right  of  succeflsion. 
—Burden  v.  Smith,  April  1738,  p« 
214. 

Ki5DLT  Tbnant.—  Vide  Tack. 

Lboal  Diltobncb. —  Vide  Bank. 

Lboact. — Found  that  a  legacy  to  a  per- 
son, his  heirs,  executors,  and  assignees, 
depending  upon  an  uncertain  condi- 
tion, does  not  lapse  by  the  death  of  the 
leg^ee,  before  the  condition  is  purified. 
Found  that  a  legacy  in  these  terms 
does  not  vest  in  the  legatee,  so  as  to 
bestow  on  him  any  transmissible 
right,  but  tliat,  on  the  condition  being 
purified,  it  vests  for  the  first  time  in 
the  person  of  his  executor. — Burden 
r.  Smith,  27th  April  1738,  p.  215. 

Lboitik. — Found  that  the  claim  of  le* 
gitim  was  not  cut  6flF  by  death>bed  or 
gratuitous  deeds,  although  the  whole 
stock  and  conquest  were  provided  to 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  it  not 
being  declared  that  this  was  in  satis- 
faction of.  the  legiiiau — Same  case,  ut 
supra* 

LiTioious. —  Vide  General  Burden. 

Ljtsrart  Propbrtt. — Found  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  that  an  action  on  the 
statute  8  Anne,  c.  19,  was  improperly 
and  inconsistently  brought,  by  de- 
manding at  same  time  damages  for 
books  surreptitiously  sold,  and  also 
the  penalties  of  the  act;  and  likewise, 
by  joining  in  the  same  summons  seve- 
ral  pursuers  claiming  distinct  and  in- 
dependent rights  in  difFerent  books.^ 
Midwinter,  &c.,  v.  Elincaid,  &c.  11th 
Feb.  1751,  p.  488. 

Marriagb  Contract. —  Vide  Minor.  • 

Marriaob  CoNSTiruTioN  OP  Ditto.— 
Vide  Husband  and  Wife. 

Marriaob  Articles,  bbduction  op 
Ditto. —  Vide  Fraud. 

Marriaob  Contract. — Father's  powers, 
Vide  Fiar  No.  2. 

Mbhbbr  of  Parliambnt. —  Fufe  Burgh, 
No.  2. 

»— ^  No  action  lies  upon  the  statute  7 
Geo.  II.,  c.  16,  against  the  sherifi^  for 
making  a  double  return;  but  action 
lies  against  the  clerk  chosen  by  the 
minority  of  the  meeting,  who  secede 
from  the  rest,  for  returning  to  the 
Bheri£P  the  candidate  elected  by  that 


minority. — Campbell  v.  Hume,  Ist 
March  1743,  p.  346. 
Minor* — A  diacnaige  by  a  minor  with- 
out curators  of  part  of  the  tocher  sti- 
Sulated  in  his  contract  of  marriage, 
eing  granted  privately  before  solem- 
nization of  the  marriage,  and  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  friends  who 
were  assisting  him  in  the  marriaoe 
treaty,  reduced  at  the  instance  of  the 
grantor,  on  the  head  of  minority  and 
lesion,  and  as  being  contra  Jidem  to- 
bularum  mtptialium, — Morrison  v« 
Viscount  Arbnthnotty  March  1728, 
p.  7. 

-  Found  that  curators  or  admi- 
nistrators cannot  directly  alter  the 
minor's  or  constituent's  succession,  by 
taking  bonds,  secluding  executors  in 
lieu  of  bonds  to  heirs  and  execut- 
ors, without  the  consent  of  the  minor 
or  constituent.  —  Wauchope  &c.  v. 
Wauchope,  14th  June  1737,  p.  200. 

Mutual  Contract. —  Vide  AJOPreight- 
ment. 

■  Vide  Jus  Credit!  et  Legacy. 

Vide  Passive  Title. 

■  Vide  Deathbed. 

■  Vide  Heir  of  the  Marriage. 

Non-Entrt. — Found  that  vassals  who 
had  been  in  non-entiy  for  upwards  of 
forty  years,  were  not  liable  in  the 
arrears  of  the  retoured  duties,  it  being 
uncertain  in  whom  the  right  to  the 
superioritv  of  the  lands  was  vested 
during  that  period. — Chalmers  v* 
Alison,  &c.,  9th  May  1746,  p.  404. 

NoTiCB  OP  Dishonour. — Vide  Bill  of 
Exchange,  No.  2. 

Notary's  Docqubt  and  Motto. — Held 
no  objection  to  sasine,  after  so  much 
time,  that  the  notary's  docquet  did  not 
mention  the  particular  symbols  used 
at  giving  sasine  of  patronage,  and 
that  the  attestation  of  the  notary 
wanted  his  motto. — Lord  Advocate 
V.  Un^hart,  6th  Feb.  1759,  p.  586. 

Notour  Bankruftct.—  Vide  Bankrupt. 

Oath  of  Partt. — Found  to  be  discre- 
tionary with  the  Court  whether  or  not 
to  grant  commission  for  taking  the 
oath  of  a  part^  who  was  out  of  Scot- 
land at  the  time.*-Sir  Wm.  Gordon 
t7.  Gordon,  5th  April  1731,  p.  60. 

A  claim  of  debt  against  a  Peer 

being  referred  to  his  oath,  the  Court 
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of  Session  found  that  he  was  not  en- 
titled to  hare  his  examination  taken 
upon  honour.  This  point  not  decided 
in  House  of  Lords. — Earl  of  Breadal- 
bane  v.  Innes,  Lord  Greorge  Reay,  &c. 
11th  Feb.  1736,  p.  181. 

Pactum  Illicitum. —  Vide  Minor. 

Vide  Burgh  Royal,  No.  2. 

Vide  Bill  of  Exchange,  No.  1. 

Papist. —  Vide  Service. 

Passivb  Titlb. — Circumstances  of  an 
obligation  incurred  by  an  apparent 
heir^  under  which  the  next  heir,  pas- 
sing him  by,  and  serving  to  a  remoter 
ancestor,  was  found  liable  without  re- 
lief against  the  executry,  or  other  se- 
parate estate  of  the  apparent  heir.— 
Marquis  of  Annandale  v.  Countess  of 
Hopetoun,  15th  February  1739,  p. 
226. 
■         Vide  Heir-apparent. 

■  Vide  Hereditate  Jacente. 

Passive  Repbbsentation. —  VideTailm, 
No.  25. 

Patrokagb. — A  presbytery  having  mo- 
derated a  call  to  present  to  a  vacant 
charge,  tanquamjure  devoluto;  the  pa- 
tron raised  a  declarator  to  have  it 
found  that  he  was  the  undoubted  pa- 
tron, and  that  he  had  presented  debito 
tempore  a  qualified  person.  The  Court 
of  Session  sustdned  the  action  as 
competent,  and  decerned  in  the  de- 
clarator. Reversed  on  the  ground 
that  the  Lord  Advocate  ou^ht  to  have 
been  made  a  party — reservmg  all  ob- 
jections to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court — Presbytery  of  Dunse  v.  Hay, 
28th  March  1750,  p.  475. 

—  Fide  Decree  of  Sale,  et  Witness, 
No.  3. 

Pbriculum. —  Vide  Affreightment, 
Pbrsonal  and  Rbal. — The  irritant  and 
resolutive  clauses  contained  in  a  char- 
ter were  not  engrossed  in  the  instru- 
ment of  sasine,  but  which  bore  to  be 
given  **  with  and  under  the  conditions 
and  provisions  in  the  charter  parti- 
cularly mentioned."  Found  that  this 
was  sufficient  to  make  the  clause  in 
the  charter  effectual  against  creditors 
and  singular  successors.— Duke  of 
Argyle  v.  Earl  of  Breadalbane,  6th 
May  1732,  p.  84r 

Vide  Discharge. 

Objection. —  Vide  Superior  and 

Vassal. 


Personal  Objection. —  Vids  Cochran  v. 
Campbell,  dlst  January  1753,  p.  519. 

■  A  bill  of  exchange  bein^  so  fram- 

ed as  to  afford  a  legal  objection  to  ita 
validity,  it  was  found  tfaiat  the  accep- 
tor, having  been  confidential  lawyer 
to  the  drawer,  was  barred  persomoH 
ohjectione  from  pleading  the  objection 
— Garden  v.  Rigg,  28th  Jan.  1741^  pu 
400. 

Prefbrbncb,  Crown's. — ^The  Crown  has 
no  preference  over  real  estate  in  Seot- 
land  for  the  debts  due  to  it. — Murray 
V.  Thomson,  25th  Feb.  1755,  p.  694. 

Possession. —  Vide  Passive  Title  and 
Heir-apparent. 

(2.)  Vide  Servitude  and  Pres- 
cription. 

Powers  of  Heir  of  Entail. —  Fufe  Tailzie, 
No.  17. 

OP  Fbuiho  and  Lbasiho  uvoxa  as 

Emtail.—  Vide  Tailzie,  No.  24. 

Prescription,  Positive,  (1617,  c  12.) — 
(1.)  Possession  during  forty  years 
without  a  title,  not  sufficient  in  order 
to  plead  the  negative  prescription. — 
Magistrates  of  Perth  v.  Presbytery  of 
Perth,  6th  March  1730,  p.  39. 

(2.)  Lands  being  possessed  under 

a  lease,  and  a  feu  of  the  same  snbee- 
qnently  granted,  it  was  found  that  the 
possession  continued  to  be  in  rirtae 
of  the  lease,  and  that  prescription 
against  the  right  of  challenging  the 
feu  commenced  only  at  the  expiry  of 
the  lease,  and  not  from  the  aate  of 
the  charter. — Duke  of  Roxbni^h  v. 
Don,  5th  March  1734,  p.  126. 

(3.)  Of  entail.    Minority  of  heir 


substitute  of  entail  no  exception  to 
ditto. — FiVfe  Tailzie. 

(4.)  Prescription. — Vide    Ser- 


vitude. 

(5.)  (Commontt).  —  The  pro- 


prietor of  a  moor  (over  which  several 
heritors  had  rights  of  servitude)  pos- 
sessed other  lands  to  which  no  eervi* 
tude  on  the  moor  belonged,  but  the 
tenants  of  which  were  in  use  for  above 
forty  years  of  pasturing  catUe,  &C., 
in  common  with  the  occupiers  of  the 
dominant  lands.  Found  in  a  process 
of  division  of  the  moor,  that  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  moor,  (besides  one- 
fourth  ianquam  pracipuum)  was  en- 
titled to  a  share  in  rMpect  of  these 
other  lands. — Trotter o.  Earlof  Mareh- 
mont,  &c.,  12th  Feb.  1736^  p.  186. 
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pRBSCBiFTioNy  PoBTTiTE  (Q,)Ficle  Servi- 
tude. 


(7.)  Vide  Clause  of  Return. 

(8.)  Vide  Burgh  Royal,  No.  3. 

—  OP  Abjudication. — Vide  Adju- 
dication. 

(Triennial.)  —  Found    that 


the  act  1579  c.  83,  establishing  the 
triennial  prescription  does  not  apply 
to  actions  for  the  aliment  of  minors. 
— Davidson  v.  Watsoiiy  4th  Dec.  1740, 
p.  288. 
Circumstances  under  which   a 


claim  for  servant's  wages  was  found  to 
be  prescribed.  Also  found  that  the 
term  of  prescription  is  to  be  applied, 
which  is  recognised  by  the  law  of  the 
debtors'  domicile,  in  opposition  to  that 
of  the  locus  contractus. — Robertson  v. 
Marquis  of  Annandale,  10th  Decem- 
ber 1749,  p.  293.     , 

(Sexennial.)  —  Circumstances 


in  wnich  bills,  though  they  had 
lain  over  for  twenty-eight  years, 
were  not  held  prescribed. — Garden  v. 
Rigg,  28th  Jan.  1748,  p.  409. 

(Vicennial.) — An  action  being 


raised  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  forty 
years,  partly  on  a  general  claim 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  . 
partly  on  a  writing  importing  to  be 
a  receipt  of  money  for  behoof  of  an- 
other, round  that  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  the  claim  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  extinguished. 
— Campbell  v.  Halket,  2l8t  April 
1749,  p.  427. 

Presumption.  —  Circumstances  from 
which  it  was  held  that  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  had  been  made  oy  a 
cautioner,  and  not  by  the  principal 
debtor.— Cutlar  o.  Maxwell,  dOth 
March  1731,  p.  58. 

Circumstances  under  which  the 

Special  terms  of  a  bond  of  provision, 
irecting  it  in  certain  events  to  de- 
volve to  certain  substitutes,  were 
found  to  be  limited  by  a  general  de- 
volving clause  in  settlements  of  other 
ianiily  property  subsequently  execut- 
ed.— felarl  of  Cassils  v.  Lord  Arch. 
Hamilton,  19th  and  21st  March,  1745, 
p.  381. 

Presumption. — riVfe  Pre8cription,No.  2. 

N  Vide  Vicennial  Prescription. 

pRiviLBOB  OF  Peer.  —  Vide  Oath  of 
Party. 

Process. — Vide  Res  judicata. 


Process — Vide  Res  judicata. 

■  (Appeal.) — It  being  objected 

that  the  Lord  Advocate,  who  had  an 
interest  in  the  cause,  and  who  had 
been  a  party  in  the  Court  of  Session, 
was  not  made  a  party  to  the  appeal; 
and  that  the  cause  had  not  been  fully 
determined  in  the  Court  of  Session, 
appeal  dismissed.  —  Magistrates  of 
Montrose  v.  Don,  12th  May  1738,  p. 
222. 

Vide  Patronage. 

The  Court  of  Session  having 


(by  an  interlocutor  not  appealed 
from)  refused  to  make  certain  persona 
parties  to  a  depending  action,  it  was 
found  to  be  incompetent  to  call  them 
as  parties  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  an 
appeal  from  the  final  judgment  in  the 
action.  —  Sir  Jnmes  Cuningham  v. 
Chalmers,  24th  March  1740,  p.  267. 

Viete  Public  Police. 

Appeal. — A  pursuer  having  ju- 


dicially passed  from  the  defender's 
oath,  and  an  interlocutor  being  in 
consequence  pronounced  circumduc- 
ing  the  term,  it  was  found  to  be  in- 
competent to  appeal  from  previous 
interlocutors  relating  to  the  defender's 
deponing  upon  and  exhibiting  the 
writings  called  for. — Scott  v.  Lord 
Napier,  29th  November  1749,  p.  441. 
^peal.  —  A  judirment  of  the 


Court  of  Session  refusing  to  examine 
the  appellant's  agent  in  the  cause,  be- 
ing reversed;  and  it  being  stated  by 
the  respondent,  that  by  another  inter- 
locutor (not  appealed  from^  a  similar 
objection  to  tne  admissibility  of  his 
agent  had  been  sustained;  the  House 
of  Lords  authorized  him  to  present  a 
petition  against  that  interlocutor,  al- 
though the  reclaiming  days  had  then 
expired. — Sawyer  v.  Earl  of  March 
and  Ruglen,  2d  April  1750,  p.  479. 
Vide  Literary  Property. 


Proop. —  Vide  Presumption,  No.  1. 
■  Vide  Husband  and  Wife — mar- 

riage— its  constitution. 

It  was  found  by  the  Court  of 


Session,  that  in  a  clause  for  bygones, 
the  present  rental  is  the  presumptive 
rule  retro,  except  in  so  far  as  the  he- 
ritor can  prove  a  less  rental.  No 
judgment  upon  this  point  was  pro- 
nounced in  the  House  of  Loros. — 
Easton  v.  Stirluig,  27th  Feb.  1738,  p. 
90. 
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pROOV. — Circnmstances  under  which  pa- 
role evidence  was  allowed  to  prove  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  minor. 
— Waachope  v.  Wauchope,  14th  June 
1737,  p.  200. 

. A  proof  taken  in  virtae  of  a  di- 
ligence rrom  the  Court  of  Session,  in 
the  course  of  a  submission,  which 
came  to  an  end  without  any  decreet- 
arbitral  being  pronounced,  admitted 
in  the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
case,  in  a  subsequent  litigation  be- 
tween the  parties,  tne  same  power  of  re- 
examining the  witnesses  being  reserv- 
ed.— Sir  James  Cunningham  v.  Chal- 
mers, 24th  March  1740,  p.  267. 

An  instrumentary  witness  ad- 


mitted cum  nota  to  prove  the  delivery 
of  the  deed,  although  he  was  agent 
in  the  cause  for  the  party  proposing 
to  adduce  him. — Sawyer  v.  Earl  of 
Mwch,  2d  AprU  1760,  p.  479. 
Defender  cited  as  Haver. — Fide 


Witness. 

Designations  of  Witnesses  to 


Deed.— Fide  Witness  et  Writ. 

Eeprobators  et  Malice. —  Vids 


Witness,  No.  4. 

Testimony  of  Physician,  when 


objectionable. —  Vide  Witness,  No.  4. 

PbOVISTON    to   HbIRS  and  ChIIiDRBN. — 

(1.)  The  heir  under  a  marriage  con- 
tract may,  during  his  father's  lifetime, 
renounce  for  himself  and  his  succes- 
sors ail  claims  under  the  contract.— 
Moodie  v.  Stewart,  6th  February  1730, 
p.  20. 
'  (2.)  In  a  marriage  contract,  a 

sum  of  money  being  provided  to 
the  husband  in  liferent,  and  the  el- 
dest son  of  the  marriage  in  fee,  and 
a  portion  being  settled  on  the  daugh- 
ters, to  be  paid  on  their  respective 
marriages, — it  was  found  that  the 
lather  was  obliged  to  pay  the  same 
to  the  daughters  upon  becoming 
due,  notwithstanding  tnere  would  not 
be  left  sufficient  fiinds  for  payment 
of  the  provision  to  the  eldest  son.  It 
being  provided,  that^  in  the  event  of 
there  oeing  three  daughters  of  the 
marriage,  a  oertiun  sum  should  be 
paid  among  them  according  to  speci- 
fied proportions;  and  there  beinff 
bom  four  daughters, — it  was  found 
that  the  fourth  daughter  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  share  of  that  sum,  al- 
though no  other  provision  was  m^de 


for  her.  —  Andersons  v.  Aiidenoii% 
13th  March  1734,  p.  136. 

Provision  to  Hubs  and  Cbubvbsi — 
(3.)  A  clause  in  a  marriag-econ tract 
provided  a  certain  sum  to  the  child- 
ren of  the  marriage  in  satisfaction 
of  all  they  could  claim  except 
what  the  £ither  should  further  pro- 
vide to  them  of  his  own  free  will, 
— found  that  the  eldest  son,  hy  accept- 
ing a  disposition  of  the  landed  estate 
from  his  fiither,  is  not  deprived  of  hit 
right  to  claim  his  share  of  this  sum, 
as  a  child  of  the  marriage. — Pringle 
V.  Pringle,  21st  Jan.  1741,  p.  297. 

^4.)  Under  a  dause  in  an  en- 
tail, binding  the  heirs  male  and  tail- 
zie, and  provision,  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  **  to  the  daughters  and  heirs  fe- 
male" of  the  entailer, — the  entailer'i 
daughter  was  found  entitled  to  the 
provision,  although  not  hia  heir,  a  son 
of  his  having  succeeded  to  the  estate. 
—Watson  V.  Glass,  &c.,  5th  Dec 
1744,  p.  372. 


(6.)  Vide  Tailzie,  No.  !?• 

(6.)  Vide  Fiar,  No.  4, 

■■  (7.)  An  entail  empowered  the 

next  heir  to  grant  proyisions  to  hii 
younger  children;  but  conceiviai 
that  the  entail  so  executed  was  la 
fraud  of  hb  father's  marriage  ood- 
tract,  which  provided  the  fee  of  the 
estate  to  the  heir  of  the  marrisgei 
disponed  the  estate  in  fee  to  his  own 
daughter,  and  did  not  exercise  the 
powers  conferred,  of  granting  pron- 
sionst  Held,  on  reauction  of  the 
Bon*s  settlement,  as  in  fraud  of  the 
entail,  that  when  she  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  her  father's  settlement, 
equity  will  support  that  deed  to  the 
extent  of  a  reasonable  provision,  al- 
though the  powers  of  the  entail  in  this 
respect  had  not  been  exercised.— 
Craik  o.  Craik,  25th  March  1757,  p- 
643. 
Propbssor  of  Law. — It  bdng  required 
by  the  foundation  of  a  c<9lege  that 
the  professors  of  law  should  be  doc- 
tors of  laws,  or,  at  least,  licentisjtea^ 
cum  rigore  examtnaftonw,— an  objec- 
tion that  the  college  could  no  longer 
confer  that  degree  legally,  was  not 
sustained  agiunst  one  who  pretended 
to  be  so  qualified.  —  Catanach,  &c« 
V.  Gordon,  &c.,  11th  AprU  174ft,  P- 
401. 
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'PtVLic  PoLiCB.— Act  1  (veo.  I.  c.  5.  I. 
Found  that»  in  an  action  upon  the 
statute  it  ib  not  necessary  to  summon 
the  whole inhahitantSy  but  onl^  the  ma- 
gistrates. 2.  Found  that  an  action  upon 
the  statute  is  only  competent  where  a 
building  has  been  **  demolished  or  be- 
gun to  be  demolished/*  by  a  mob, 
with  the  intention  of  demofishinff  it, 
but  not  where  injury  has  been  done 
to  a  house  in  the  prosecution  of  a  dif- 
ferent object  3.  Found  by  the  Court 
of  Session,  that  **  no  action  lies  on  the 
statute  for  damage  arising  from  the 
carrying  off  grain,  or  other  goods,  out 
of  any  house  or  outhouse,  but  only 
for  damage  done  by  pulling  down 
such  house  or  outhouse."  Keversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords. — Stratton  o. 
Magistrates  of  Montrose,  19th  March 

1744,  D.  367. 
Public  Officb. — Office  of  Chief  Usher 
to  the  Kiuff  held  to  be  adjudgable 
by  the  creditors  of  the  party  who 
held  the  appointment,  the  same  being 
hereditary  and  patrimonial  in  its  na- 
ture.—  Sir  James  Cockbum  v.  Sir 
James  Cockbum,  21st  March  1765, 
p.  603. 

Rral  Burdbn.  —  Vide  Personal  and 

Real. 
Rbcookitiok.—  Vide  Superior  and  Vas- 


Rbpakation.—  Vide  Tailzie. 

Rbs  Judicata. — A  party  having  been 
prosecuted  before  the  Court  of  Justi- 
ciary on  a  criminal  charge,  conclud- 
ing likewise  for  damagesand  expenses, 
and  acquitted,  found  to  be  still  subiect 
to  a  civil  action. — Gordon  v.  Gordon, 
6th  April  1731,  p.  60. 

■  The  final  sentence  of  a  com- 

petent Court  in  a  foreign  state, 
forms  a  sufficient  defence,  exceptione 
rei  judicata,  — -  Hamilton  v.  Dutch 
East  India  Company,  4th  April  1732, 
p.  69. 

An  extracted   judgment  of 


the  Court  of  Session  in  favour  of  a 
pursuer  not  held  to  be  res  judicata^  on 
the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained 
by  collusion  on  the  pi^  of  the  defen- 
der.—Viscount  Arbuthnot  v.  Spottes- 
wood,  22d  April  1740,  p.  284. 
Res  Judicata. — Circumstances  in  which 
points  raised  rei  judicata, — Craik  v. 
Ciaik,  21st  May  1763,  p.  642. 


Rbioub  of  SsBTicB.-^rt<<tf  Ssrvice. 

Right  in  Sbcurttt.— Ciitumstances  in 
which  the  right  of  reversion  in  secu- 
rity of  the  nature  of  a  wadset  was 
found  not  to  have  expired  by  the 
mere  lapse  of  time,  altnough  it  had 
been  declared  in  the  agreement  that 
the  right  of  reversion  **  should  cease 
on  the  running  thereof.'* — Home  v. 
Home,  23d  May  1739,  p.  260. 

Salmon  Fishiho. — Gordon  o.  Earl  of 
Murray,  &c.,  16th  April  1728,  p.  8. 

■  A  prior   grant   to   a   party 

of  the  salmon-fishing  in  and  round  an 
island  on  a  river,  without  any  limita- 
tion as  to  drawing  the  nets,  does  not 
prevent  the  Crown  from  making  a 
posterior  grant  to  another  party  whose 
lands  are  opposite;  and  where  the 
channel  is  so  narrowfas  not' to  permit 
both  fishing  without||'encroachiiiff  on 
each  other,  the  parties  have  an  uter- 
nate  right  of  fishing.-— Lord  and  Ladv 
Gray  v.  Magistrates  of  Perth,  dOth 
March  1767,  P.  646. 

Sasinb. — Found  no  obieotion  to  a  sasine 
that  the  notary's  docquet  did  not 
mention  the  particular  svmbols  used 
in  passing  infeftment,  or  bear  the  no- 
tary's motto  affixed  to  his  signature, 
the  sasine  being  eighty  years  old,  and 
possession  having  followed  upon  it.— • 
His  Majesty's  Advocate  v.  Urquhart^ 
6th  February  1766,  p.  686. 

Sbrvicb  of  Hbibs,  (Papist.) — A  gene- 
ral service  as  nearest  neir  Protestant 
to  the  husband,  found  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient title  to  carry  the  fee  settled  in 
the  marriage  contract,  the  children  of 
the  marriage  being  Papists,  and  there- 
fore legally  disqualified  from  succeed- 
ing.— Neilson  o.  Murray,  &c.,  14th 
March  1732,  p.  66. 

^^-^  A  person  being  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed to  lands  in  virtue  of  two  convey- 
ances, with  different  destinations,  but 
neither  of  which  imposed  or  inferred 
a  prohibition  to  alter,  as  against  him, 
may,  after  making  up  titles  upon  one 
of  them,  exclude,  by  a  gratuitous  dis- 
position, the  heirs  under  the  other.-— 
kdgar  V,  Maxwell  alias  Johnstone, 
31st  May  1742,  p.  334. 

Held  that  a  retour  of  service 


bearing  that  the  partv  was  served 
nearest  heir  of  tailzie  in  general  was 
good,  though  it  did  not  mention  to 
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wbat  estate,  or  by  virtue  of  what 
deed  of  tailzie,  and  carried  right  to 
every  subject  in  that  character.  — 
Maidand  v,  Forbes,  (ei  contra,)  12th 
February  1764,  p.  670. 

Servitude. — Held  though  the  burgh  of 
Kelso  as  a  burgh  of  barony,  and  the 
inhabitants  thereof  had  had  imme- 
morial possession  of  a  right  of  bleach- 
ing skins,  and  of  drying  and  washing 
linen  on  the  Island  of  Ana,  situated 
on  the  river  Tweed,  and  within  the 
appellant's  property,  that  they  had 
not  acquired  any  servitude  over  it.— 
Duke  of  Roxburgh  v.  Jeffrey  and 
others,  16th  March,  1767,  p.  632. 

Settlement. — Fide  Provision,  No.  6. 

Succession.  —  Fide  Minor  and  Tutor 
and  Curator. 

■  Vide  Jus  Crediti. 

Vide  Foreign. 

Vide  Conquest. 

Substitute  and  Conditional  Institute. 
—A  destination  of  personal  property 
to  A.  and  in  case  of  his  decease  to  B., 
found  to  be  a  proper  substitution 
which  subsisted, although  the  institute 
survived  the  testator.  Found  that 
this  substitution,  although  alterable 
by  the  institute,  was  not  affected  by 
a  previous  general  disposition  of  all 
that  might  belong  to  him  at  hia  death. 
— Campbell  v.  Campbell  and  husband, 
I7th  February  1743,  p.  343. 

Substitute  Heir  op  Entail. — Minority 
not  deducted  in  computing  prescrip- 
tion.—  Vide  Tailzie. 

Substitute  Heir  of  Entail  not  affected 
by  attainder  of  previous  heir  of  entail. 
—  Vide  TaUzie. 

Superior  and  Vassal. — A  vassal  having 
incurred  recognition  by  alienating 
part  of  his  lands,  and  the  superior 
upon  his  subsequent  forfeiture  having, 
in  his  exceptions  taken  before  the 
Court  of  Session  against  the  survey 
made  by  the  trustees,  founded  his 
claim  solely  upon  1  Geo.  I.  c.  20, 
and  obtained  decree,  it  was  found 
not  competent  for  him  thereafter  to 
insist  in  a  declarator  of  recognition  on 
the  ground  of  the  alienation. — Earl  of 
Sutherland  v.  Ross,  Anderson,  &c., 
25th  March  1743,  p.  361. 

■  Found  that  vassals  who  had 
been  in  non-entry  for  upwards  of 
forty  years  were  not  liable  in  the  ar- 
rears of  the  retoured  duties,  it  being 


uncertain  in  whom  the  right  to  the 
superiority  of  the  lands  was  vested 
daring  that  period.  —  Chalmers  r. 
Porter,  Alison,  &c.,  dth  May  1746,  p. 
404. 

Tack.  —  In  a  question  between  the 
Crown's  kindly  tenants  of  Lochma- 
ben,  and  the  heritable  keeper  of  the 
Castle,  it  was  found  that  the  tenantfl^ 
although  having  neither  charter  nor 
sasine,  had  yet  such  a  right  of  pro- 
perty in  the  lands  that  they  could  not 
DC  removed,  and  might  aasign  their 
riglits. — Viscount  Stormont  v.  Hen- 
derson, &c.,  20th  April  1732,  p.  77. 

Tack. — A  lease  of  temds  having  been 
granted  to  A.  and  his  wife  for  their 
lifetime,  and  to  their  son  for  three 
nineteen  years,  the  entry  of  the  son, 
as  well  as  of  the  father  and  mother, 
being  in  one  clause  declared  to  be  at 
the  day  and  date  of  the  lease,  and  it 
being  declared  in  another  that  he  wai 
to  enjoy  the  lease  for  the  foreswd 
space  *^  next  and  after  baith  their  de- 
ceases,"— found  that  the  tack  to  the 
son  commenced  at  the  same  date  with 
the  liferent  tack,  and  not  at  the  expi- 
ration of  it.  A  tack  of  teinds  being 
granted  during  the  currency  of  an 
existing  tack,  with  a  declaration  that 
the  remaining  years  of  the  cnrrent 
tack  should  run  after  the  termination 
of  the  new  tack, — it  was  found  that 
this  was  not  an  effectual  grant  of  the 
additional  years  at  the  end  of  the  new 
tack. — Burnet  o.  Magistrates  of  Aber- 
deen, 10th  March  1741,  p.  905. 

Tailzie. — (1.)  An  heir  of  entail  having 
made  up  -titles  in  fee-simple  to  the  en- 
tailed estate,  and  burdened  it  with 
debts,  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the 
ential,  which  had  not  been  recorded, — 
his  representatives  were  found  liable, 
at  the  instance  of  the  next  subetitute^ 
for  reparation  and  damages,  to  the 
effect  of  disburdening  the  estate  of 
those  debts. — Duke  of  Douglas  v. 
Lord  Strathnaver,  26th  Feb.  1730,  p. 
32. 

(2.)  Act  1686  c.  22.— Anentail, 

containing  prohibitory  and  irritant 
clauses  de  non  contrahendo  debitut^ 
having  been  executed  before  the  date 
of  the  act  1686,  but  not  followed  by 
infeftment  until  after  it,  and  not  re- 
corded in  terms  of  that  act,— foondnot 
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.  to  debar  the  heir  irom  granting  bonds 
of  provision  to  his  vounger  children. 
—  Borthwick  v.  ^rthwick,  19th 
March  1731,  p.  63. 

TAii.ziK.(3.)Anheirof  entail  in  possession 
purchased  the  dominium  utile  of  ianda^ 
the  superiority  of  which  was  included 
in  the  entail,  and  took  a  resignation 
ad  remanentiam  in  his  own  hands  as 
superior.  Found  that  the  dominium 
utile  is  not  thereby  entitled. — Heron 
r.  Duke  of  Queensberry  and  Dover, 
27th  April  1733,  p.  98. 

(4.)  Act  1685  c.  22.— Debt  con- 

.  tracted  by  an  heir  of  entail  not  infeft, 
but  possessing  upon  a  general  retour,  in 
which  the  clauses  of  the  entail  against 
contracting  debt  w^ere  not  repeated. 
Found  to  be  not  chargeable  against 
the  entailed  lands.  Found  likewise 
that  the  same  debt  was  not  chai^- 
able  on  the  entailed  lands — the  entail 
not  having  been  recorded. — Denham 
V.  Baillie,i»th  June  1733,  p.  113. 

(5.)  Circumstances  under  which 


a  feu  charter  by  an  heir  of  entail 
was  reduced  as  granted  a  nan  habente 
potestatem^  although  power  to  feu, 
without  diminution  of  the  rental,  was 
given  by  the  entail. — Duke  of  Rox- 
burgh V,  Don,  £th  March,  1734,  p. 
126. 

(6).  A  prohibition,  with  irritant 


and  resolutive  clauses  against  charging 
the  estate  with  debt, — found  not  to 
disable  from  selling. — Richart  v.  Earl 
of  Hopetoun,  5th  April  1734,  p.  143. 
—  (7.)  An  estate  was  held  under  a 


strict  entail  against  contracting  debt, 
or  doing  any  deed  whereby  it  might  be 
evicted,  but  with  power  to  the  heirs 
to  burden  it  with  the  entailer's  debts. 
In  security  of  some  of  these  debts, 
proper  wadsets  were  granted  over  a 
part  of  it,  and  the  heir  afterwards 
executed  a  bond  of  eik  in  favour  of 
the  creditor,  upon  his  becoming 
bound  to  relieve  him  of  certain  other 
of  the  debts.  It  was  found  that  the 
bond  was  not  ultra  vire8  of  the  heir, 
and  that  a  decree  of  apprising  pro- 
ceeding upon  it,  by  whicn  the  lands 
had  been  carried  off,  was  not  struck 
at  by  the  entail. — Duke  of  Roxburgh 
V.  Kerr,  &c.,  18th  March  1785,  p. 
156. 

(8.)  (Title  to  Sue.) — An  heir 


perly  recorded,  having  possessed  with- 
out inserting  in  his  mfeftment  the 
fetters  of  the  entail,  and  contracted 
debts;  the  next  heir,  (who  had  made 
up  his  titles  in  the  same  manner), 
brought  an  action  to  havelt  declared 
that  these  debts  were  chargeable  on 
the  estate,  and  that  he  might  lawfully 
sell  a  part  of  it  in  order  to  pay  them. 
It  was  found  that  he  had  no  power  to 
sell, — ^the  right  of  the  creditors  to 
bring  proper  actions  for  affecting  the 
estates  beine  reserved. — Honourable 
Mr  Crawford,  &c.  v.  Viscount  Gar- 
nock,  &c.,  28th  April  1735,  p.  167. 

Tailzie  (Clause.) —  (9.)  In  an  entail  in 
favour  of  a  daughter  nominatim,  a 
clause  '*  prohibiting  the  heirs  female 
of  the  said  Margaret,  her  body,  or  any 
other  of  the  heirs  male  and  of  tailzie 
above-written  (except  the  heirs  male 
of  the  said  Margaret's  body)  to  sell," 
&c.  Found  to  debar  the  daughter 
from  selling. — Nairn  v,  Nairn,  14th 
May  1736,  p.  192. 

— 3 —  ( 10.^  Act  1685  c.  22.— The  condi- 
tions ana  irritant  clauses  not  being 
inserted  in  a  general  retour,  found 
not  to  infer  an  irritancy. — Denham 
V.  Stewart,  17th  Feb.  1737,  p.  233. 
'  (11.)  tinder  a  substitution**  to  the 


heir-female  of  the  body  "  of  the  en- 
tailer. Found  that  the  daughter  of 
the  entailer's  eldest  son  is  entitled  to 
succeed  in  preference  to  the  daughter 
of  the  entailer,  and  to  the  daughter  of 
a  second  son,  who  died  last  seized 
in  the  estate. — Sir  Hew  Dalrymple 
V.  Buchan,  27th  March  1739,  p. 
237. 

(12.)  Act  1685  c.  22.— This  act, 


under  an  entail,  which  was  not  pro- 


respecting  the  registration  of  entails, 
applies  to  entails  made  prior  as  well  as 
to  those  made  subsequent  to  its  date. 
The  fetters  of  an  unregistered  entail 
not  having  been  inserted  in  the  rights 
and  infeftments  of  an  heir,  although 
referred  to  generally,  are  ineffectual 
against  the  creditors  of  the   heir. — 

^  Gamock,  &c.  o.  Earl  of  Glasgow,  &o., 
18th  AprU  1740,  p.  281. 

(13.)  Act  1685, c.  22.— An  entail 

completed  by  infeftment,  but  not  re- 
corded in  the  register  of  tailzies,  is  not 
effectual  against  the  creditors  of  the 
heir  of  entail. — Mackenzie  o.  Urqu- 
hart,  &c.,  26th  Jan.  1741,  p.  302. 

(14.)  Irritakcy.  —  Found  that 
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under  an  entail  prohibiting  **  debts 
whereby  the  estate  may  be  cuijndged  or 
eTicted/'  the  contracting  of  personal 
debts,  on  which  no  diligence  nad  fol- 
lowed against  the  estate,  does  not  infer 
an  irritancy.  Fonnd  that  the  arrear  of 
an  annuity  reserred  to  the  entailer's 
widow,  is  the  debt  of  the  entailer,  and 
not  of  the  heir  in  nossession,  although 
the  annuity  shoula  have  been  paid  by 
htm.  The  heirs  being  prohibited  un- 
der an  irritancy  from  ^contracting 
debts  or  doing  other  deeds  of  amisnon 
or  commission  whereby  the  lands,  or 
any  part  thereof,  may  be  adjudg^," 
&c.,  and  the  entailerni  widow  having 
led  adjudication  for  the  arrears  of  her 
annuity, — found  that  the  right  of  the 
heir  in  possession  was  not  thereby  ir- 
ritated.—Stewart  0.  Denham,8th  Ap. 
1742,  p.  316. 

Taileib  (Cla17sb.)^(15.^  Found  that  a 
clause  providing  ''that  m  case  any  heir 
of  entail  shoula  succeed  to  a  certain 
other  estate,  he  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body  so  succeeding,  should  be 
obliged  to  denude  in  favour  of  the 
next  heir,''  and  that  the  estate  in  that 
event  should  be  redeemable  ''from 
the  said  heirs  male  who  shall  succeed 
to  both  the  said  estates,  and  his  heir- 
male  foresaid,'*  has  not  the  effect  of 
excluding  all  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  the  persons  so  succeeding  (so 
as  to  make  room  for  the  next  branch) 
but  only  his  eldest  son,  or  heir  appar- 
ent; and  the  succession  opens  to  the 
second  son.— Leslie  v.  Leslie,  29th 
April  1742,  p.  324. 

■  (Clause.) — (16.^  Under  a  clause 

in  an  entail  binding  tne  heirs  male  of 
tailzie  and  provision  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  "  to  the  daughters  and  heirs  fe- 
male" of  the  entailer,  the  entailer's 
daughter  was  found  entitled  to  the 
provision,  although  not  his  heir,  a  son 
of  his  having  succeeded  to  the  estate. 
— Watson  v.  Glass,  &c.,  5th  Dec. 
1744,  p.  372. 

(17.) -A.  power  being  given  to  the 


heir  of  entail  in  possession  to  burden 
the  lands  with  provisions  to  younger 
children,  how  tiEir  these  provisions  are 
effectual,  upon  such  heir  denuding 
(in  virtue  of  a  clause  to  that  effect) 
m  favour  of  another  heir  of  entail, 
— found  by  the  Court  of  Session 
i  that   such    heir  of  entail   was  not 


bound  to  relieve  the  lands  of  the  bur- 
den. Not  determined  in  the  House 
of  Lords.  Found  it  not  a  fair  and 
proper  exercise  of  the  power  whereby 
the  provision  was  to  be  effectual  only 
against  the  heir  of  entail  on  whom  the 
estate  devolved,  and  not  on  the  gran- 
ter  and  his  heirs.— Countess  of  Caasils 
o.  Hamilton,  19th  and  20th  ICareh 
1745,  p.  381. 

Tailiib  (18.) a  prohibition  with^rritant 
and  resolutive  clauses  against  altering 
the  order  of  succession,  o%  contracting 
debts,  or  doing  any  deed  by  which 
the  r^ht  of  succession  may  be  pre- 
judged in  any  manner  of  way,  is  in- 
effectual to  prevent  a  sale  of  the 
estate. — Davidson  v.  Sinclair,  &&, 
14th  Feb.  1750,  p.  459. 

(19.)  Vide  Forfeiture.  It  does 
not  affect  the  right  of  the  heir  subeti- 
tute  of  entail  after  the  death  of  the 
attainted  person  and  the  issue  of  his 
body.  —  Lord  Advocate-  v,  Gordon, 
21st  May  1751,  p.  508.  Et  same  case 
vide  infra. 

(FouFEiTtJRB.)— (20.J  Held  that 

the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  claim 
his  brother's  forfeited  estate,  he  not 
being  an  heir  substitute,  but  an  heir 
male  of  the  marriage,  under  the  inves- 
titures. And  that  the  deed  he  founded 
on,  not  containing  prohibitory,  iiri- 
tant,  and  resolutive  clauses^  nor  re- 
corded, could  not  support  his  claim. — 
Mercer  v.  His  Majesty's  Advocate, 
14th  May  1753,  p.  538. 

(21.)  Sequel  of  No.  19.— Two  sons 


were  bom  in  France  to  a  person  at- 
tainted for  high  treason,  after  his  at- 
tainder; and  by  judgmoit  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  the  estates  were  for- 
feited to  the  Crown  during  his  life 
and  that  of  his  issue.  A  claim  was 
lodged  by  a  substitute  heir  of  entail 
after  the  death  of  the  attainted  per- 
son, but  while  his  sons  were  still 
alive,  for  possession  of  the  estate,  on 
the  ground  that,  as  the  attainted  per- 
son was  now  dead,  and  his  sons  aliens^ 
and  so  incapable  of  succeeding,  he 
was  entitled  to  the  estate.  Held,  on 
a  question  of  law  raised  by  the  Judges 
in  England,  that^  as  the  sons  were 
aliens,  and  so  incapable  of  succeeding, 
the  interest  of  the  Crown  had  deter- 
mined— reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session. — Gordon  v.  His  Ma- 
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jesty's  Advocate,  4th  February  1764^ 
p.  558. 

(22.)  An  entailed  estate  was  sold 


by  Act  01  Parliament  applied  for  and 
obtained  with  the  concurrenoe  of  the 
appellant  and  others,  sabstitute  heirs 
of  entail.  Held,  (reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Session  )  that  the 
appellant  was  not  barred  by  such  con- 
currence and  agreement,  nor  by  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  irom  ooening  up 
the  whole  proceediuffs,  ana  showing 
that  the  debts,  fraudulently  represent- 
ed as  due,  were  fictitious,  and  not 
chargeable  against  the  estate. — Mac- 
kenzie V.  Stewart,  14th  March  1754, 
p.  578. 

(Clausb). — (23.J  A  devolution 


clause  in  an  entail  which  contemplated 
the  party  favoured  possessing  tne  es- 
tate disponed,  first,  and  then  after- 
wards succeeding  to  another  estate. 
Held  that  the  devolution  clause  was 
effectual,  though  the  party  succeeded 
to  the  latter  estate  nrst,  then  after- 
wards to  the  estate  disponed  by  the 
entail. — Sir  Alex.  Ross  v,  Lockhart 
or  Ross,  12th  February  1756,  p.  610. 
(24.)  ( Powers  of  Feuino  and 


Lbasing — Interest  of  Debt.) — 1. 
Question,  Whether  an  heir  of  entail  in 
possession  is  bound  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  the  debt  on  the  estate  dur- 
ing his  possession!  2. Where  power  was 
reserved  in  the  entail  to  grant  feus  and 
long  tacks?  Held  that  the  powers  exer- 
cised in  virtue  of  this  reservation  did 
not  fall  within  the  fair  and  rational 
administration  of  the  estate,  and 
therefore  feus  of  the  greater  part  of 
the  estate,  together  with  leases  of  the 
mansion  house  and  grounds,  and  sale 
of  growing  wood,  reduced.  —  Lord 
Catncart  &c.  v.  JohnStewart|N.  Shaw 
of  GreenOck,  19th  March  1756,  p. 
618. 

(25.)  There  being  no  annulling 


clause  in  the  entail,  held  that  the  debts 
contracted  by  a  previous  heir  affected 
the  succeeding  heir  under  the  passive 
titles. — Forb^  o.  Skene  and  Dyce, 
&c.,  25th  Jan.  1757,  p.  628. 
Tenor,  Proving  the. — Found  the  cams 
amistianu  must  be  proved.  A  charter 
and  sasine  proceeding  on  thejprocura- 
tory  of  resignation  contained  in  a  bond 
of  tailzie,  found  not  sufiicient  to  prove 
the  tenor  of  the  bond. — Marquis  of 


Annandale  v.  Lord  Hope,  28th  May 
1733^  p.  108. 
Testing  Clause. —  Vide  Witness,  No.  8. 
TErxiM.-*Payment  of  a  certain  rate  in 
name  of  teinds  to  the  minister  for 
forty  years  without  challenge  from 
the  titular,  found  to  be  a  bona  fide 
payment  quoad  the  whole  teinds,  and 
to  exoner  the  heritor  of  all  bygones. 
Found  by  the  Court  of  Session  that 
in  a  claim  for  bygones  the  present 
rental  is  the  presumptive  rule  retroy 
except  in  so  fiir  as  the  heritor  can 
prove  a  less  rental.  No  judgment 
upon  the  point  was  pronounced  in 
the  House  of  Lords. — Eastou,  fkc,  v. 
Stirling,  27th  February  1733,  p.  90. 

■  A  lease  of  teinds  having  been 

granted  to  A.  and  his  wife  for  their 
lifetime,  and  to  their  son  for  three 
nineteen  years,  the  entry  of  the  son, 
as  well  as  of  the  father  and  mother, 
being  in  one  clause  declared  to  be  at 
the  day  and  date  of  the  lease,  and  it 
being  declared  in  another  that  he  was 
to  enjoy  the  lease  for  the  foresaid 
space,  **next  and  after  baith  their 
deceases," — ^fonnd  that  the  tack  to  the 
son  commenced  at  the  same  date  with 
the  liferent  tack,  and  not  at  the  ex- 
piration of  it.  A  tack  of  teinds  being 
granted  during  the  currency  of  an 
existing  tack,  with  a  declaration  that 
the  remaining  years  of  the  current 
tack  should  run  after  the  termination 
of  the  new  tack — it  was  found  that 
this  was  not  an  effectual  grant  of  the 
additional  years  at  the  end  of  the 
new  tack. — Burnet  v.  Magistrates  of 
Aberdeen,  10th  March  1741,  p.  305. 

Title  to  Pursue. — A  presbytery  may 
pursue  in  the  name  of  a  kirk-session 
within  their  bounds,  upon  a  grant 
made  to  that  kirk-session  for  chari- 
table uses. — Magistrates  of  Perth  v. 
Presbytery  of  Perth,  6th  March  1730, 
p.  39. 

Vide  Tailzie,  No.  8. 

Act  1695  c.  38,— Found  that  a 

person  having  only  a  right  of  servi- 
tude, is  entitled  to  pursue  a  division 
under  the  act  1695.— Trotter  o.  Earl 
of  Marchmont,  &c.,  12th  Feb.  1736, 
p.  186. 

A  power  of  attorney,  granted 


by  one  who  had  been  judicially  de- 
clared a  lunatic  in  England  was  found 
a  sufficient  title  to  pursue  in  Scotland 
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for  a  debt  due  to  Kim  there, — Bayne 
17.  Earl  of  Sutherland,  13th  Feb.  1750, 
p.  4S5. 

Trust. — A  trust  for  payment  of  such  of 
the  creditors  of  the  grantor's  son  as 
the  trustees  should  a^re  and  com- 
pound withy  and  declaring  that  no  ac- 
tion or  diligence  thereon  should  be 
competent  to  any  of  the  creditors,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  that  they  should 
thereby  forfeit  all  interest  in  the 
same;  and  the  trustees  having  for  a 
length  of  time  taken  no  steps  towards 
a  distribution,  action  was  sustained  at 
the  instance  of  the  whole  creditors, 
for  the  purpose  of  calling  the  trustees 
to  account  for  intromissions  with  the 
trust  estate. — Duke  of  Hamilton  v. 
Earl  of  Haddington,  &c.,  16th  Jan. 
1750,  p.  447. 

Tutor  and  Curator. — Found  that  cu- 
rators or  administrators  cannot  direct- 
ly alter  the  minor's  or  constituent's 
succession,  by  taking  bonds  sedudinff 
executors^  in  lieu  of  bonds  to  heirs  and 
executors,  without  the  consent  of  the 
minor  or  constituent.  Proof,  circum- 
stances under  which  parole  CTidence 
was  allowed  to  prove  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  minor. — Wauchope 
17.  Wauchope,  14th  June  1737)  p.  200. 

Wadset. — Vide  Right  in  Security, 

The  purchaser  having  acquired 

right  to  a  wadset  of  the  lands  in  con- 
sideration of  which  he  had  reserved  a 
part  of  the  price^ — ^found  that  the  wad- 
set, though  prior  in  date,  did  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  claim,— nSir 
William  Gordon  &c,  v.  Mackenzie, 
6th  Feb.  1736,  p,  176. 
Prescription  of  Wadset. —  Vide 


Adjudication. 

Proper   and   improper   wadset. 


difference  between  them  in  law,  and 
also  as  a  title  for  voting. — Stirling  v, 
Campbell,  2d  April  1754,  p.  583. 
Witness. — (l.)Dcfender  cited  as  a  haver 
for  proving  a  trust.  Held  not  bound 
to  produce  the  writs  specially  conde- 
scended upon,  if  he  depone  that  they 


contain  no  daiise  instructing  a  trust. 
But  held  him  not  bound  to  aepon^  or 
exhibity  except  upon  a  special  conde^ 
scendence  of  the  writs  called  for.  Law- 
yers and  agents  cited  as  havers,  are 
bound  to  answer  only  such  mterroga- 
tories  touching  writings  that  have  come 
totheiriknowkdgeinthe  course  of  their 
employment,  as  might  competentfy  be 
put  to  their  client, — Scott  9.  Lord 
I(apier,  &c.  29th  Not.  1749,  p.  441 . 

J2.)  Instrumentary  witness  ad- 
cttm  nota  to  prove  the  delivery 
of  the  deed,  although  he  was  ag«it 
in  the  cause  for  the  party  proposing 
to  adduce  him. — Sawyer  v,  Ekrl  of 
March  and  Ruglen,  2d  April  17^  p- 
479. 

(3.)  A  contract  as  to  a  right  of  pa- 


tronage sustained,  though  the 
ses'  designations  to  the  subscription 
of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  were 
not  inserted  in  the  body  of  the  deed. 
—His  Majesty'sAdvocateo.Urquharty 
6th  Feb.  1765,  p.  586. 

— ^(4.)In  the  reduction  of  an  ante-nup- 
tial contract  (which  changed  the  pre- 
vious investiture  by  entail  of  the  es- 
tate^ on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  im- 
becility; the  granter's  wife  was  offered 
as  a  witness  for  the  pursuer,  but  object- 
ed to,  on  the  ground  of  malice  against 
the  appellant  (defeikler).  Objection 
repelled,  and  proof  of  reprobators  re- 
fused. The  pnysician  who  attended 
the  grantor,  and  who  was  charged 
with  having  availed  himself  of  the 
opportunities  which  his  attendance 
anorded,  to  induce  the  marriage  set- 
tlement, rejected  as  a  witness  m  sup- 
port of  the  deed. — Ramsay  Irvine  v, 
Irvine,  10th  Dec.  1753,  p.  547. 

WRiT.---Act  1618  c.  5.— Wliat  an  in- 
sufficient designation  of  a  witness  to  a 
bond. — Carre  o.  Haldane,*  15th  March 
1731,  p.  51. 

Vide  Witness  No.  1. 

—  Circumstances  under  which  deed 
was  not  considered  a  delivered  evi- 
dent.— Drummond  v.  Lord  Advocate, 
SOth  April  1751^  p.  503. 
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Proof. — Circnmstances  under  which  pa- 
role evidence  was  allowed  to  prove  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  minor. 
— Wauchope  ©.  Wauchope,  14th  June 
1737,  p.  200. 

■  A  proof  taken  in  virtue  of  a  di- 

ligence from  the  Court  of  Session,  in 
the  course  of  a  suhmission,  which 
came  to  an  end  without  any  decreet- 
arhitral  being  pronounced,  admitted 
in  the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
case,  in  a  subsequent  litigation  be- 
tween the  parties,  tlie  same  power  of  re- 
examining the  witnesses  being  reserv- 
ed.—Sir  James  Cunningham  v.  Chal- 
mers, 24th  March  1740,  p.  267. 

An  instrumentary  witness  ad- 


mitted cum  nota  to  prove  the  delivery 
of  the  deed,  although  he  was  agent 
in  the  cause  for  the  party  proposing 
to  adduce  him. — Sawyer  o.  Earl  of 
March,  2d  April  1750,  p.  479. 
Defender  cited  as  Haver. — Fide 


Witness. 

Designations  of  Witnesses  to 


Deed.— Fide  Witness  et  Writ. 

Reprobators  et  Malice. —  Vtdt 


Witness,  No.  4. 

Testimony  of  Physician,  when 


objectionable. —  Vide  Witness,  No.  4. 

Provision  to  Hbirs  and  Childrbn. — 
(1.)  The  heir  under  a  marriage  con- 
tract may,  during  his  father's  lifetime, 
renounce  for  himself  and  his  succes- 
sors all  claims  under  the  contract.— 
Moodie  v.  Stewart,  6th  February  1730, 
p.  20. 

(2.)  In  a  marriage  contract,  a 

sum  of  money  being  provided  to 
the  husband  in  liferent,  and  the  el- 
dest son  of  the  marriage  in  fee,  and 
a  portion  being  settled  on  the  daugh- 
ters, to  be  paid  on  their  respective 
marriages, — it  was  found  that  the 
father  was  obliged  to  pay  the  same 
to  the  daughters  upon  becoming 
due,  notwithstanding  there  would  not 
be  left  sufficient  funds  for  payment 
of  the  provision  to  the  eldest  son.  It 
being  provided,  that,  in  the  event  of 
there  being  three  daughters  of  the 
marriage,  a  certain  sum  should  be 
paid  among  them  according  to  speci- 
fied proportions;  and  there  being 
bom  four  daughters, — it  was  found 
that  the  fourth  daughter  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  share  of  that  sum,  al- 
though no  other  provision  was  made 


for  her.  —  Andersons  v,  Andersoiu^' 
13th  March  1734,  p.  136. 

Pbotisiom    to    Hsibs    AHO    CaiLDRBt 

(3.)  A  clause  in  a  marriag-eeontxact 
provided  a  certain  sum  to  the  child- 
ren of  the  marriage  in  satiafiaction 
of  all  they  could  claim  except 
what  the  £ither  should  further  pro- 
vide to  them  of  his  own  free  will, 
— found  that  the  eldest  son,  by  accept- 
ing a  disposition  of  the  landed  estate 
from  his  father,  is  not  deprived  of  hh 
right  to  claim  his  share  of  this  sum, 
as  a  child  of  the  marriage. — Pringle 
V.  Pringle,  21st  Jan.  1741,  p.  297- 
(4.]|  Under  a  clause  in  an  en- 
tail, bmding  the  heirs  male  and  tail- 
zie, and  provision,  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  ^  to  the  daughters  and  heirs  fe- 
male" of  the  entailer, — the  entailer's 
daughter  was  found  entitled  to  the 
provision,  although  not  his  heir,  a  son 
of  his  having  succeeded  to  the  estate. 
-^Watson  V.  Glass,  &c.,  6th  Dec. 
1744,  p.  372. 

5.)  Vide  Tailzie,  No.  17. 

6.)  Vide  Fiar,  No.  4. 

7.)  An  entail  empowered    the 


»F 


next  heir  to  grant  provisions  to  his 
younger  children;  but  conceiving 
that  the  entail  so  executed  was  in 
fraud  of  his  father's  marriage  eon- 
tract,  which  provided  the  fee  of  the 
estate  to  the  heir  of  the  marriage, 
disponed  the  estate  in  fee  to  his  own 
daughter,  and  did  not  exercise  the 
powers  conferred,  of  sranting  provi- 
sions. Held,  on  reduction  of  the 
son's  settlement,  as  in  fraud  of  ths 
entail,  that  when  she  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  her  father's  settlement, 
equity  will  support  that  deed  to  the 
extent  of  a  reasonable  provision,  al- 
though the  powers  of  the  entail  in  this 
respect  had  not  been  exercised. — 
Craik  v.  Craik,  25th  March  1757,  p. 
643. 
Professor  of  Law. — It  being  required 
by  the  foundation  of  a  college  that 
the  professors  of  law  should  be  doc- 
tors of  laws,  or,  at  least,  licentiates^ 
cum  rigore  examinationis^ — an  objec- 
tion that  the  college  could  no  longer 
confer  that  degree  legally,  was  not 
sustained  against  one  who  pretended 
to  be  so  qualified,  —  Catanach,  &c. 
V.  Gordon,  &c.,  11th  April  1745,  p. 
401. 
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PtBLlC  POLICB.— Act  1  G«b.  L  c.  5.  I. 
Found  that^  in  an  action  upon  the 
statute  it  b  not  necessary  to  summon 
the  whole  inhabitants,  but  only  the  ma- 
gistrates. 2.  Found  that  an  action  upon 
the  statute  is  only  competent  where  a 
building  has  been  "  demolished  or  be- 
gun to  be  demolished/*  by  a  mob, 
with  the  intention  of  demolishing  it, 
but  not  where  injury  has  been  done 
to  a  house  in  the  prosecution  of  a  dif- 
ferent object.  3.  Found  by  the  Court 
of  Session,  that  **  no  action  lies  on  the 
statute  for  damage  arising  from  the 
carrying  off  grain,  or  other  goods,  out 
of  any  house  or  outhouse,  but  only 
for  damage  done  by  pulling  down 
such  house  or  outhouse,"  Keversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords. — Stratton  v. 
Magistrates  of  Montrose,  19th  March 
1744,  n.  367. 

Public  Office.— Office  of  Chief  Usher 
to  the  Kinff  held  to  be  adjudgable 
by  the  creditors  of  the  party  who 
held  the  appointment,  the  same  being 
hereditary  and  patrimonial  in  its  na- 
ture.—  Sir  James  Cockbum  v.  Sir 
James  Cockbum,  2l8t  March  1765, 
p.  603. 

Rbal  Burden.  —  Vide  Personal  and 
Real. 

Recogkition.—  Vide  Superior  and  Vas- 
sal. 

Reparation.—  Vide  Tailzie. 

Res  Judicata. — A  party  having  been 
prosecuted  before  the  Court  of  Justi- 
ciary on  a  criminal  charge,  conclud- 
ing like  wise  for  damages  and  expenses, 
and  acquitted,  found  to  be  still  subject 
to  a  civil  action. — Grordon  v.  Gordon, 
6th  April  1731,  p.  60. 

■  The  final  sentence  of  a  com- 

petent Court^  in  a  foreign  state, 
forms  a  sufficient  defence,  exceptione 
rei  judicat€B.  —  Hamilton  v,  Dutch 
East  India  Company,  4th  April  1732, 
p.  69. 

An  extracted   judgment  of 


the  Court  of  Session  in  favour  of  a 
pursuer  not  held  to  be  res  judicata,  on 
the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained 
by  collusion  on  the  piurt  of  the  defen- 
der,— Viscount  Arbuthnot  r.  Spottes* 
wood,  22d  April  1740,  p.  284. 
Res  Judicata. — Circumstances  in  which 
points  raised  res  judicata, — Craik  v, 
Craik,  2l8t  May  1753,  p.  642. 


Rbtour  of  Sbrvicb.— ri(if  Service. 

Right  in  Securttt.— Ciitumstances  in 
which  the  right  of  reversion  in  secu- 
rity of  the  nature  of  a  wadset  was 
found  not  to  have  expired  by  the 
mere  lapse  of  time,  altnough  it  had 
been  declared  in  the  agreement  that 
the  right  of  reversion  *^  should  cease 
on  the  running  thereof." — Home  v. 
Home,  23d  May  1739,  p.  260. 

Salmon  Fishing. — Gordon  o.  Earl  of 
Murray,  &c.,  16th  April  1728,  p.  8. 

■  A  prior   grant   to   a   party 

of  the  salmon-fishing  in  and  round  an 
island  on  a  river,  without  any  limita- 
tion as  to  drawing  the  nets^  does  not 
prevent  the  Crown  from  making  si 

{)osterior  grant  to  another  party  whose 
ands  are  opposite;  and  where  the 
channel  is  so  narrowfas  not' to  permit 
both  fishing  without||encroachinff  on 
each  other,  the  parties  have  an  idter- 
nate  right  of  fishing.— Lord  and  Lad  v 
Gray  v.  Magistrates  of  Perth,  dOth 
March  1757,  P.  645. 

Sasine. — Found  no  objection  to  a  sasine 
that  the  notary's  docquet  did  not 
mention  the  particular  symbols  used 
in  passing  infeftment,  or  bear  the  no- 
tary's motto  affixed  to  his  signature, 
the  sasine  being  eighty  years  old,  and 
possession  having  followed  upon  it.— 
His  Majesty's  Advocate  o.  Urquhart^ 
6th  February  1755,  p.  586. 

Service  of  Heirs,  (Papist.) — A  gene- 
ral service  as  nearest  neir  Protestant 
to  the  husband,  found  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient title  to  carry  the  fee  settled  in 
the  marriage  contract,  the  children  of 
the  marriage  being  Papists,  and  there- 
fore legally  disqualified  from  succeed- 
ing.— Neilson  v,  Murray,  &c^  14th 
March  1732,  p.  65. 

A  person  being  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed to  lands  in  virtue  of  two  convey- 
ances, with  difierent  destinations,  but 
neither  of  which  imposed  or  inferred 
a  prohibition  to  alter,  as  against  him, 
may,  after  making  up  titles  upon  one 
of  them,  exclude,  by  a  gratuitous  dis- 
position, the  heirs  under  the  other.-— 
Edgar  v.  Maxwell  alias  Johnstone, 
31st  May  1742,  p.  334. 

Held  that  a  retour  of  service 


bearing  that  the  party  was  served 
nearest  heir  of  tailzie  in  general  was 
good,  though  it  did  not  mention  to 
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wbat  estate,  or  by  virtue  of  what 
deed  of  taHzie,  and  carried  right  to 
every  subject  in  that  character.  — 
MaiUand  v.  Forbes,  (ei  contra,)  12th 
February  1764,  p.  570. 

Servitude. — Held  though  the  bni^h  of 
Kelso  as  a  burgh  of  barony,  and  the 
inhabitants  thereof  had  had  imme- 
morial possession  of  aright  of  bleach- 
ing skins,  and  of  drying  and  washing 
linen  on  the  Island  of  Ana,  situated 
on  the  river  Tweed,  and  within  the 
appellant's  property,  that  they  had 
not  acquired  any  semtude  over  it. — 
Duke  of  Roxburgh  v.  Jeffrey  and 
others,  18th  March,  1757,  p.  632. 

Sbttlsmknt. — Vide  Provision,  No.  6. 

Succession.  —  Vide  Minor  and  Tutor 
and  Curator. 

■  Vide  Jus  Crediti, 

Vide  Foreign. 

Vide  Conquest. 

Substitute  and  Conditional  Institute. 
—A  destination  of  personal  property 
to  A.  and  in  case  of  his  decease  to  B., 
found  to  be  a  proper  substitution 
which  subsisted, although  the  institute 
survived  the  testator.  Found  that 
this  substitution,  although  alterable 
by  the  institute,  was  not  affected  by 
a  previous  general  disposition  of  all 
that  might  belong  to  him  at  his  death. 
— Campbell  v,  Campbell  and  husband, 
17th  February  1743,  p.  343. 

Substitute  Heir  of  Entail.— Minority 
not  deducted  in  computing  prescrip- 
tion.—  Vide  Tailzie. 

Substitute  Heir  of  Entail  not  affected 
by  attainder  of  previous  heir  of  entail. 
—  Vide  Tailzie. 

Superior  and  Vassal. — A  vassal  having 
incurred  recognition  by  alienating 
part  of  his  lands,  and  the  superior 
upon  his  subsequent  forfeiture  having, 
in  his  exceptions  taken  before  the 
Court  of  Session  against  the  survey 
made  by  the  trustees,  founded  his 
claim  solely  upon  1  Geo.  I.  c.  20, 
and  obtained  decree,  it  was  found 
not  competent  for  him  thereafter  to 
insist  in  a  declarator  of  recognition  on 
the  ground  of  the  alienation. — Earl  of 
Sutherland  v,  Ross,  Anderson,  &c., 
25th  March  1743,  p.  351. 

^^-^  Found  that  vassals  who  had 
been  in  non-entry  for  upwards  of 
forty  years  were  not  liable  in  the  ar- 
rears of  the  retoured  duties,  it  being 


uncertain  in  whom  the  right  to  the 
superiority  of  the  lands  was  vested 
daring  that  period.  —  Chalmers  o. 
Porter,  Alison,  &c.,  9th  May  1746,  p. 
404. 

Tack.  —  In  a  question  between  the 
Crown's  kindly  tenants  of  Lochma- 
ben,  and  the  heritable  keeper  of  the 
Castle,  it  was  found  that  the  tenants, 
although  having  neither  charter  nor 
sasine,  had  yet  such  a  right  of  pro- 
perty in  the  lands  that  they  could  not 
be  removed,  and  might  assign  their 
rights. — Viscount  Stormont  r.  Hen- 
derson, &c.,  20th  April  1732,  p.  77. 

Tack. — A  lease  of  teinds  having  been 
granted  to  A.  and  his  wife  for  their 
lifetime,  and  to  their  son  for  three 
nineteen  years,  the  entry  of  the  son, 
as  well  as  of  the  father  and  mother, 
being  in  one  clause  declared  to  be  at 
the  dav  and  date  of  the  lease,  and  it 
being  declared  in  another  that  he  was 
to  enjoy  the  lease  for  the  foresaid 
space  *'  next  and  after  baith  their  de- 
ceases,"— found  that  the  tack  to  the 
son  commenced  at  the  same  date  with 
the  liferent  tack,  and  not  at  the  expi- 
ration of  it.  A  tack  of  teinds  being 
granted  during  the  currency  of  an 
existing  tack,  with  a  declaration  that 
the  remaining  years  of  the  current 
tack  should  run  after  the  termination 
of  the  new  tack, — it  was  found  that 
this  was  not  an  effectual  grant  of  the 
additional  years  at  the  end  of  the  new 
tack. — Burnet  v.  Magistrates  of  Aber- 
deen, 10th  March  1741,  p.  305. 

Tailzie. — (1.^  An  heir  of  entail  having 
made  up  -titles  in  fee-simple  to  the  en- 
tailed estate,  and  burdened  it  with 
debts,  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the 
ential,  which  had  not  been  recorded, — 
his  representatives  were  found  liable, 
at  the  instance  of  the  next  substitute, 
for  reparation  and  damages,  to  the 
effect  of  disburdening  the  estate  of 
those  debts. — Duke  of  Douglas  v. 
Lord  Strathnaver,  25th  Feb.  1730,  p. 
32. 

(2.)  Act  1685  c.  22.— Anentul, 


containing  prohibitory  and  irritant 
clauses  de  non  contrahendo  dtbitum^ 
having  been  executed  before  the  date 
of  the  act  1685,  but  not  followed  by 
infeftment  until  after  it,  and  not  re- 
corded in  terms  of  that  act,— found  not 
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.  to  debar  the  heir  from  granting  bonds 
of  provision  to  his  vounger  children. 
—  Borthwick  v,  ^orthwick,  19th 
March  1731,  p.  53. 

TAiLZEK.(d.)  An  heirof  entail  in  possession 
purchased  the  dominium  utile  of  landa^ 
the  superiority  of  which  was  included 

.  in  the  entail,  and  took  a  resignatioD 
ad  remanentiam  in  his  own  hands  as 
superior.  Found  that  the  dominium 
utile  is  not  thereby  entitled.— Heron 
V.  Duke  of  Queensberry  and  Dover, 
27th  April  1733,  p.  98. 

(4.)  Act  1685  c.  22.— Debt  con- 

.  tracted  by  an  heir  of  entail  not  infeft, 
but  possessing  upon  a  eeneral  retour,  in 
which  the  clauses  of  the  entail  against 
contracting  debt  were  not  repeated. 
Found  to  be  not  chargeable  against 
the  entailed  lands.  Found  likewise 
that  the  same  debt  was  not  charge- 
able on  the  entailed  lands — the  entail 
not  having  been  recorded. — Denham 
V.  Baillie,i»th  June  1733,  p.  113. 

(5.)  Circumstances  under  which 


a  feu  charter  by  an  heir  of  entail 
was  reduced  as  granted  a  nan  habente 
poteatatem^  although  power  to  feu, 
without  diminution  of  the  rental,  was 
given  by  the  entail. — Duke  of  Rox- 
burgh v.  Don,  5th  March,  1734,  p. 
126. 

(6).  A  prohibition,  with  irritant 


and  resolutive  clauses  against  charging 
the  estate  with  debt, — found  not  to 
disable  from  selling. — Richart  o.  Earl 
of  Hopetoun,  5th  April  1734,  p.  143. 


Opel 
(7. 


)  An  estate  was  held  under  a 
strict  entail  against  contracting  debt, 
or  doing  any  deed  whereby  it  might  be 
evicted,  but  with  power  to  the  heirs 
to  burden  it  with  the  entailer's  debts. 
In  security  of  some  of  these  debts, 
proper  wadsets  were  granted  over  a 
part  of  it,  and  the  heir  afterwards 
executed  a  bond  of  eik  in  favour  of 
the  creditor,  upon  his  becoming 
bound  to  relieve  him  of  certain  other 
of  the  debts.  It  was  found  that  the 
bond  was  not  ultra  vires  of  the  heir, 
and  that  a  decree  of  apprising  pro- 
ceeding upon  it,  by  whicn  the  lands 
had  been  carried  off,  was  not  struck 
at  by  the  entail. — Duke  of  Roxburgh 
V.  KeiT,  &c.,  18th  March  1735,  p. 
156. 

—  (8.)  (Title  to  Sue.) — An  heir 
under  an  entail,  which  was  not  pro- 


perly recorded,  having  possessed  with- 
out inserting  in  his  mfeftment  the 
fetters  of  the  entail,  and  contracted 
debts;  the  next  heir,  (who  had  made 
up  his  titles  in  the  same  manner), 
brought  an  action  to  havelt  declared 
that  these  debts  were  chargeable  on 
the  estate,  and  that  he  might  lawfully 
sell  a  part  of  it  in  order  to  pay  them. 
It  was  found  that  he  had  no  power  to 
sell, — ^the  right  of  the  creditors  to 
bring  proper  actions  for  affecting  the 
estates  beine  reserved. — Honourable 
Mr  Crawford,  &c.  v.  Viscount  Gar- 
nock,  &c.,  28th  April  1735,  p.  167. 

Tailzie  (Clause.) —  (9.)  In  an  entail  in 
favour  of  a  daughter  nominatim^  a 
clause  ^'prohibiting  the  heirs  female 
of  the  said  Market,  her  body,  or  any 
other  of  the  heirs  male  and  of  tailzie 
above-written  (except  the  heirs  male 
of  the  said  Margaret's  body)  to  sell," 
&c.  Found  to  debar  the  daughter 
from  selling.— Nairn  v.  Nairn,  14th 
May  1736,  p.  192. 

( 10.^  Act  1685  c.  22.— The  condi- 
tions and  irritant  clauses  not  being 
inserted  in  a  general  retour,  found 
not  to  infer  an  irritancy. — Denham 
V.  Stewart,  17th  Feb.  1737,  p.  233. 
(11.)  Under  a  substitution** to  the 


heir-female  of  the  body  "  of  the  en- 
tailer. Found  that  the  daughter  of 
the  entailer's  eldest  son  is  entitled  to 
succeed  in  preference  to  the  daughter 
of  the  entailer,  and  to  the  daughter  of 
a  second  son,  who  died  last  seized 
in  the  estate. — Sir  Hew  Dalrymple 
V.  Buchan,  27th  March  1739,  p, 
237. 

'  (12.)  Act  1685  c.  22.— This  act. 


respecting  the  registration  of  entails, 
applies  to  entails  made  prior  as  well  as 
to  those  made  subsequent  to  its  date. 
The  fetters  of  an  unregistered  entail 
not  having  been  inserted  in  the  rights 
and  infeftments  of  an  heir,  although 
referred  to  generally,  are  ineffectual 
against  the  creditors  of  the   heir. — 

f.  Gamock,  &c.  o.  Earl  of  Glasgow,  &o., 
18th  AprU  1740,  p.  281. 

(13.)  Act  1685, c.  22.— An  entoil 

completed  by  infeftment,  but  not  re- 
corded in  the  register  of  tailzies,  is  not 
effectual  against  the  creditors  of  the 
heir  of  entail. — Mackenzie  v.  Urqu- 
hart,  &c.,  26th  Jan.  1741,  p.  302. 

— —  (14.)  Irritakcy.  —  Found  that 
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under  an  entail  prohibiting  **  debts 
whereby  the  estate  may  be  adjudged  or 
evicted/'  the  contracting  of  personal 
debts,  on  which  no  diligence  had  fol- 
lowed against  the  estate,  does  not  infer 
an  irritancy.  Found  that  the  arrear  of 
an  annuity  reserved  to  the  entailer's 
widow,  is  the  debt  of  the  entailer,  and 
not  of  the  heir  in  nossession,  although 
the  annuity  should  have  been  paid  by 
him.  The  heirs  being  prohibited  un- 
der an  irritancy  from  ^contracting 
debts  or  doing  other  deeds  of  omuaion 
or  commission  whereby  the  lands,  or 
any  part  thereof,  mav  be  adjudged," 
&c.,  and  the  entailers  widow  having 
led  adjudication  for  the  arrears  of  her 
annuity, — ^found  that  the  right  of  the 
heir  in  possession  was  not  thereby  ir- 
ritated.— Stewart  v.  Denham,8th  Ap. 
1742,  p.  316. 

Tailzie  (Clause.) — (16.)  Found  that  a 
clause  providing  <Hnat  in  case  any  heir 
of  entail  should  succeed  to  a  certain 
other  estate,  he  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body  so  succeeding,  should  be 
obliged  to  denude  in  &vour  of  the 
next  heir,"  and  that  the  estate  in  that 
event  should  be  redeemable  ''from 
the  said  heirs  male  who  shall  succeed 
to  both  the  said  estates,  and  his  heir- 
male  foresaid,"  has  not  the  effect  of 
excluding  all  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  the  persons  so  succeeding  (so 
as  to  make  room  for  the  next  branch) 
but  only  his  eldest  son,  or  heir  appar- 
ent; and  the  succession  opens  to  the 
second  son. — Leslie  v,  Leslie,  29th 
April  1742,  p.  824. 

■  (Clause.) — (16.^  Under  a  clause 

in  an  entail  binding  tne  heirs  male  of 
tailsie  and  provision  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  **  to  the  daughters  and  heirs  fe- 
male" of  the  entailer,  the  entailer's 
daughter  was  found  entitled  to  the 
provision,  although  not  his  heir,  a  son 
of  his  having  succeeded  to  the  estate. 
— ^Watson  V.  Glass,  &c.y  5th  Dec. 
1744,  p.  372. 

(17.)  A  power  being  given  to  the 


heir  of  entail  in  possession  to  burden 
the  lands  with  provisions  to  younger 
children,  how  tar  these  provisions  are 
effectual,  upon  such  heir  denuding 
(in  virtue  of  a  clause  to  that  effect) 
in  favour  of  another  heir  of  entail, 
— ^found  by  the  Court  of  Session 
that   such    heir  of  entail   was  not 


bound  to  relieve  the  lands  of  the  bur- 
den. Not  determined  in  the  House 
of  Lords.  Found  it  not  a  fair  and 
proper  exercise  of  the  power  whereby 
the  provision  was  to  be  effectual  only 
against  the  heir  of  entail  on  whom  the 
estate  devolved,  and  not  on  the  gran- 
tor and  his  heirs.— Countess  of  Casails 
V.  Hamilton,  19th  and  20th  March 
1745,  p.  381. 
Tailzie  (18.  )A  prohibition  withHrritant 
and  resolutive  clauses  against  altering 
the  order  of  succession,  o%  contracting 
debts,  or  doing  any  deed  by  which 
the  right  of  succession  may  be  pre- 
judged in  any  manner  of  way,  is  in- 
effectual to  prevent  a  sale  of  the 
estate. — Davidson  v,  Sinclair,  &c^ 
UthFeb.  1750,p.  459. 

(19.)  Vide  Forfeiture.  It  does 
not  affect  the  right  of  the  heir  sub^i- 
tute  of  entail  alter  the  death  of  the 
attainted  person  and  the  issue  of  his 
body.  —  Lord  Advocate-  v.  Gordon, 
2l8t  May  1751,  p.  508.  £t  same  case 
vide  infra. 

(Forfeiture.)— (20.)  Held  that 


the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  claim 
his  brother's  forfeited  estate,  he  not 
being  an  heir  substitute,  but  an  heir 
male  of  the  marriage,  under  the  inves- 
titures. And  that  the  deed  he  founded 
on,  not  containing  prohibitory,  irri- 
tant, and  resolutive  clauses,  nor  re- 
corded, could  not  support  his  clium. — 
Mercer  v.  His  Majesty's  Advocate, 
14th  May  1753,  p.  538. 

(21 .)  Sequel  of  No.  lO.—Two  sons 


were  bom  in  France  to  a  person  at^ 
tainted  for  high  treason,  after  his  at- 
tainder; and  by  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  the  estates  were  for- 
feited to  the  Crown  during  his  life 
and  that  of  his  issue.  A  claim  was 
lodged  by  a  substitute  heir  of  entail 
after  the  death  of  the  attainted  per- 
son, but  while  his  sons  were  still 
alive,  for  possession  of  the  estate,  on 
the  ground  that,  as  the  attainted  per- 
son was  now  dead,  and  his  sons  aliens, 
and  so  incapable  of  succeeding,  he 
was  entitled  to  the  estate.  Held,  on 
a  question  of  law  raised  by  the  Judges 
in  England,  that,  as  the  sons  were 
aliens,  and  so  incapable  of  succeeding, 
the  interest  of  the  Crown  had  deter- 
mined— reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session. — Gordon  v.  His  Ma- 


INDEX  OF  MATTERS. 


XXVll 


jesty'8  Advocate,  4th  February  1754, 
p.  568. 

(22.)  An  entailed  estate  was  sold 


by  Act  01  Parliament  applied  for  and 
obtained  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
appellant  and  others,  substitute  heirs 
of  entail.  Held,  (reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Session)  that  the 
appellant  was  not  barred  by  such  con- 
currence and  agreement,  nor  by  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  from  ooening  up 
the  whole  proceedings,  ana  showing 
that  the  debts,  fraudulently  represent- 
ed as  due,  were  fictitious,  and  not 
chargeable  against  the  estate.-— Mac- 
kenzie V.  Stewart,  14th  March  1754, 
p.  578. 

(Clause). — (23.}  A  devolution 


clause  in  an  entail  which  contemplated 
the  party  favoured  possessing  the  es- 
tate disponed,  first,  and  then  after- 
wards succeeding  to  another  estate. 
Held  that  the  devolution  clause  was 
effectual,  though  the  party  succeeded 
to  the  latter  estate  first,  then  after- 
wards to  the  estate  disponed  by  the 
entail. — Sir  Alex.  Ross  v,  Lockhart 
or  RoBSy  12th  February  1756,  p.  610. 
(24.)  (PowBRS  OF  Feuino  and 


Leasing — Interest  of  Debt.) — 1. 
Question,  Whether  an  heir  of  entail  in 
possession  b  bound  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  the  debt  on  the  estate  dur- 
ing his  possession!  2. Where  power  was 
reserved  in  the  entail  to  grant  feus  and 

i  long  tacks?  Held  that  the  powers  exer- 
cised in  virtue  of  this  reservation  did 
not  fall  within  the  fair  and  rational 
administration  of  the  estate,  and 
therefore  feus  of  the  greater  piart  of 
tlie  estate,  together  with  leases  of  the 
mansion  house  and  grounds,  and  sale 

-  of  growing  w^ood,  reduced.  —  Lord 
Cathcart  &c.  v,  JohnStewart|N.  Shaw 

'  of  Greenock,  19th  March  1756,  p. 
618. 

(^0  There  being  no  annulling 

clause  in  we  entail,  held  that  the  debts 
contracted  by  a  previous  heir  afieoted 
the  succeeding  heir  under  the  passive 
titles. — Forbes  v.  Skene  and  Dyce, 
&C.,  25th  Jan.  1757,  p.  628. 

Tbnor,  Proving  the. — Found  the  casvs 
amissionU  must  be  proved.  A  charter 
and  sasine  proceeding  on  the  jprocura- 
tory  of  resignation  contained  m  a  bond 
of  tailzie,  found  not  sufficient  to  prove 
the  tenor  of  the  bond.— Marquis  of 


Annandale  o.  Lord  Hope,  28th  May 
1733,  p.  108. 
Testing  Clause,—  Vide  Witness,  No.  3. 
TBrxDs.— Payment  of  a  certain  rate  in 
name  of  teinds  to  the  minister  for 
forty  years  without  challenge  from 
the  titular,  found  to  be  a  bona  fide 
payment  quoad  the  whole  teinds,  and 
to  exoner  the  heritor  of  all  bygones. 
Found  by  the  Court  of  Session  that 
in  a  claim  for  bygones  the  present 
rental  is  the  presumptive  rule  retroy 
except  in  so  fiir  as  the  heritor  can 
prove  a  less  rental.  No  judgment 
upon  the  point  was  pronounced  in 
the  House  of  Lords. — Eastou,  &c.  v. 
Stirling,  27th  February  1733,  p.  90. 

A  lease  of  teinds  having  been 

muted  to  A.  and  his  wife  for  their 
lifetime,  and  to  their  son  for  three 
nineteen  years,  the  entry  of  the  son, 
as  well  as  of  the  lather  and  mother, 
being  in  one  clause  declared  to  be  at 
the  oay  and  date  of  the  lease,  and  it 
being  declared  in  another  that  he  was 
to  enjoy  the  lease  for  the  foresaid 
space,  **next  and  after  baith  their 
deceases," — ^found  that  the  tack  to  the 
son  commenced  at  the  same  date  with 
the  liferent  tack,  and  not  at  the  ex- 
piration of  it.  A  tack  of  teinds  being 
granted  during  the  currency  of  an 
existing  tack,  with  a  declaration  that 
the  remaining  years  of  the  current 
tack  should  run  after  the  termination 
of  the  new  tack — it  was  found  that 
this  was  not  an  effectual  grant  of  the 
additional  years  at  the  end  of  the 
new  tack.-— Burnet  v.  Magistrates  of 
Aberdeen,  10th  March  1741,  p.  305. 

Title  to  Pursue.— A  presbytery  may 
pursue  in  the  name  of  a  kirk-session 
within  their  bounds,  upon  a  grant 
made  to  that  kirk-session  for  chari- 
table uses. — Magistrates  of  Perth  v. 
Presbytery  of  Perth,  6th  March  1730, 
p.  39. 

FrVfe  Tailzie,  No.  8. 

Act  1695  c.  38.— Found  that  a 

person  havine  only  a  right  of  servi- 
tude, is  entitled  to  pursue  a  division 
under  the  act  1695.— Trotter  v.  Earl 
of  Marchmont,  &c.,  12th  Feb.  1736, 
p.  186. 

A  power  of  attorney,  granted 


by  one  who  had  been  judicially  de- 
clared a  lunatic  in  England  was  found 
a  sufficient  title  to  pursue  in  Scotland 


